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ABSTRACT

Alternative Route to Licensure in Special Education: A Program Evaluation
by
Karen Y. Kennedy
Dr. Thomas Pierce, Examination Committee Chair
Associate Professor o f Special Education
University of Nevada. Las Vegas

Special education teachers are needed nationally. For several reasons, there are
not enough special education teachers to accommodate the growing number of students
with special education needs. The Clark County School District (CCSD), in Las Vegas,
Nevada, suffers from this teacher shortage.
The need for special education teachers in CCSD has grown tremendously with
the population growth in the past decade. The Alternative Route to Licensure (ARL)
Program in Special Education was a response to this need. The ARL program provides
CCSD with teachers to fill vacancies in the resource room setting that otherwise may be
filled by long-term or day-to-day substitute teachers. From 1999 to the present, the ARL
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program has produced a total of one hundred twenty-six teachers to till resource room
vacancies. One hundred seven o f those teachers are still teaching in the field o f special
education in our school district.
This program evaluation involved surveying teachers hom the first five ARL
groups who have completed their teacher preparation programs and have been teaching in
the school district from one semester to five years. Traditionally certified teachers also
were surveyed to serve as a comparison group. Data were analyzed both quantitatively
and qualitatively. Program administrators and mentor teachers were interviewed to
investigate the perspectives o f those who run the program. The data were analyzed
qualitatively.
Results of this study indicated no significant differences between groups in the
areas of job satisfaction, job knowledge, and in satisfaction of teacher preparation
programs. However, significant differences were found in demographic variables
between groups. Teachers in both groups indicated several positive aspects o f their
specific programs and also areas in which improvements were desired. Data collected
from program administrators and mentors indicated areas of strengths and weaknesses of
the program. Suggestions for maintenance and improvement are provided in the
discussion section.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study was to conduct an outcomes-based evaluation of the
Alternative Route to Licensure (ARL) program fbr special education teachers in the Clark
County School District (CCSD) in Las Vegas. Nevada. The program is presently in its
flAh year of operation (1998-2003), and provides participants with an alternative delivery
route fbr obtaining teacher certification and an optional Master's degree while teaching in
special education resource rooms. The program allows teachers to earn their certifications
in a 15-month time period, teaching in general resource classrooms while attending
university classes on a full-time basis. Students take the same courses as traditional
students, but in a more concentrated delivery route. The ARL program was developed
and is currently run by CCSD in collaboration with the University of Nevada, Las Vegas
(U NLV) Department of Special Education.
This program evaluation w ill examine the fbllowing:
1. program goals
2. specific aspects o f the program
3. successes and failures o f the program
4. benefits received by program participants

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

5. provisions provided by the program that are necessary fbr successful completion
of the program.
This evaluation w ill serve as a fbrmative evaluation, provide suggestions fbr
improvement, and ascertain whether or not the program has met its program goals and
objectives.

A national need fbr teachers is apparent in the Aeld o f special education (Dial &
Stevens. 1993; Feistritzer, 1993; National Center for Education Information [NCEIj.
2002; Olson, 2001; Rosenberg & Sindelar, 2001; Wale & Irons, 1990; Wise &
Hammond-Darling, 1992). Special education teachers are in demand across the nation,
not only due to the population growth of students with special needs, but also because
there is a general shortage of special education teachers (Clewell & Villegas, 2001; Dial
& Stevens, 1993, Guyton, Fox, & Sisk, 1991; Kwaitkowski. 1999; Manos & Kasambira,
1998; National Center fbr Education Statistics [NCES], 2001; Schnorr, 1993). Alternative
certiAcation is one response to market conditions (Rosenberg & Sindelar, 2001). The
AltemaAve Route to Licensure program in special educaAon is one response to teacher
shortages in special educaAon in the Clark County School District.
The population o f school-aged children served under ID EA (Individuals with
DisabiliAes EducaAon Act) in Nevada grew 93.6% between the years 1990 and 2000
(NCES, 2001). This massive growth affected the state's largest school district, Clark
County School District, resulting in shortages of school personnel o f various types. The
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ARL program is a response to the high demand of teachers needed in the Aeld of special
education.

The following research quesAons w ill be addressed in this study:
1. Is there a signiAcant difference between teachers who complete the ARL teachertraining program and teachers who complete a traditional teacher-training
program in the area of job knowledge?
2. Is there a signiAcant difference between teachers who complete the ARL teachertraining program and teachers who complete a traditional teacher-training
program in the area o f job satisfacAon?
3. Is there a signiAcant difference between teachers who complete the ARL teachertraining program and teachers who complete a traditional teacher-training
program in the area o f satisfaction of teacher-training programs?
4. What factors are associated with the success of the ARL program?
5. What improvements need to be made to contnbute to the success of the ARL
program?

It is appropnate to clarify and deAne speciAc terminology used in this
dissertation.
1. yA/grnaAve /(owfg to Lfggwwrg: also referred to as ARL, provides an alternative
delivery route toward cerAAcation in special educaAon. ParAcipants complete the
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same coursework required o f traditional special education students, however, they
complete their coursework while teaching. Formal student teaching is not
required, however. ARL teachers are supervised closely by full-time mentor
teachers during their Arst full year o f teaching, or until they have passed
probation.
2.

County & A 0 0 / Dwtr/ct (C C 3D / sixth largest school district located in
southern Nevada. (Las Vegas Metropolitan area).

3. ,4/tgrnottvgCgrtf/icottonEfQfrogro/M: teachers may participate in these
programs in order to earn teaching certiAcations other than through traditional
university programs. The ARL program in CCSD is considered an AC program,
however, it should be clariAed that this program only provides an alternative route
towards reaching certiAcation. Some AC programs waive speciAc certiAcaAon or
licensure requirements.
4. TruAiAonaZ AwAentf: students who complete teacher-training programs in the
standard route set up by accredited universities and colleges. Traditional students
usually attend college immediately aAer graduating Anm high school, and
complete degrees within 4-6 years aAer entering college, however, some students
who parAcipate in the tradiAonal route can be non-tradiAonal students. These
students w ill seek their Arst professional jobs upon graduating from college.
5. VoM-fraAzAoMa/ S'AzAen/.r: students who choose to go back to complete a degree
aAer parAcipating in the working world, or students who have previously earned a
degree in a different Aeld o f study. These students tend to be older and have had
experiences in Aelds other than educaAon.
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6. f

TeacAerf: term used lo describe teachers prior to entering the

classroom as a fully certiAed teacher. Student teachers and practicum students At
into this category as they are not yet under a teaching contract and are learning to
become teachers.
7.

reacAcr.y. teachers under contract who assume full responsibility of
the classroom setting.

8. frogra/n Eva/uaAon: a specialized area o f research designed to examine and
assess programs, their effectiveness (or lack thereof), and to provide feedback in
order to improve programs.
9.

Group Wervzew: a group interview process in which a researcher gains
information Aom participants o f the program. The interviewer suggests topics for
discussion, and participants are encouraged to answer honestly and accurately.
The interviewer records responses and follows leads to other important topics
brought up by participants.

10. Mentor TeocAers: expenenced master teachers who assist new teachers on the job
with job related support and feedback. Mentor teachers in the ARL program were
required to have earned a Master's degree in special educaAon and have had at
least Ave years of experience in the resource room setting.
11. GgneroZf.yt: licensure term used in the state of Nevada referring to teachers
certiAed to teach in general resource rooms.
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frogrum DgJcrZpAon

The goal of the ARL program is to seek professional applicants with college degrees,
outside the Aeld of education, who have a desire to teach in the high need eirea of special
education (Clark County School Distnct [CCSD], 1999). If hired, these applicants
commit to be teach in special education resource rooms fbr three years. Since many
resource room positions typically are Ailed with either short or long-term substitutes, it is
expected that ARL teachers w ill provide students in the resource room with consistency
and a quality education.
There are several steps in the ARL screening and selection process. Candidates must
hold a baccalaureate degree Aom an accredited university with an overall grade point
average of 2.5 or better in a Aeld other than education. (Applicants who do not meet the
2.5 grade point average criteria may be provisionally accepted).
The fbllowing are the steps in the induction and selection process o f ARL candidates:
1.

Prospective applicants must submit an application, original transcripts, and
three references to the CCSD personnel ofAce by the speciAed deadline.

2.

School district and university personnel collaborauvely screen application
packets, eliminating those who do not meet all requirements.

3.

Those who qualify are scheduled fbr an interview with a team consisting of
school district personnel and university faculty.

4.

Participants selected after the interview process must aAend and complete 120
hours of staff development provided by the school district. Staff development
sessions are held in the evenings, so that applicants can keep their jobs unAl
they are hired by the school district. A portion o f the staff development
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includes classroom observaAons in resource rooms, which require attendance
during school hours. Staff development sessions include general infbrmaAon
needed to become a teacher in the Aeld of special education in CCSD. These
sessions include information concerning disability categones and
charactenstics, teaching and modifying curriculum fbr students with
disabilities, behavior and classroom management, and CCSD policies and
procedures.
5.

Participants are required to complete nine university credit hours at UNLV.
prior to being hired by the school district. Classes must be passed with a B or
better.

6.

Participants must pass all porAons (reading, mathematics and w ritir^) of the
Pre-Professional Skill Test (PPST) befbre they can be hired by the school
distnct, with the exception of candidates who have already earned a Master's
degree. ParAcipants who have already earned a Master's degree prior to
entenng this program are not required to pass the PPST.

In addition to completion of all steps listed above, there are other conditions that must
be met. Participants must take all required course work at the university and must
maintain a 3.0 grade point average. AAer compleAng 30 credit hours of university course
work, participants earn a provisional teaching certiAcate in special educaAon.
Participants are given the option o f completing a Master's degree in special educaAon
with an addiAonal 6 credit hours and passing the comprehensive examinaAons. Due to the
intense programming, course work is completed in ^proximately AAeen months. At the
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end of three years with satisfactory teaching evaluations, participants may apply for a
professional teaching license, without special provisions.
Another condition of continuing in the ARL program is that a full-time mentor teacher
closely supervises ARL teachers during their first year in the classroom. Mentors observe
teachers in their classrooms; provide feedback, materials, and suggestions in making
modiAcations. accommodations, and teaching tips (see Appendixes A and B fbr
classroom feedback and visitation summary fbrms). It is also a state requirement that
mentors participate with ARL teachers during lEP (Individualized Education Plan)
meetings. Mentors assist ARL teachers in classroom management, instrucAon and
modiAcation, lEP preparation, and in any other areas of need fbr typical Arst year
teachers. During their second and third years in the classroom, ARL teachers are
monitored on approximately a bi-monthly basis because in most cases, less assistance is
needed aAer the first year. Support is provided throughout the probaAonaiy three years
as needed.

%7Zf/zcancg q/"
Programs must be evaluated to increase the understanding of, or to demonstrate over
all effectiveness and quality (Me Namara, 1998; Patton, 1987; Weiss, 1998). The purpose
of this study was to evaluate the ARL program, and identify suggestions fbr
improvement. Outcomes of the program were assessed to determine whether or not
participants gained sufAcient beneAts Aom the program. Program goals were examined to
determine whether or not goals were being met.
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Questions regarding alternative service delivery are oAen raised when traditional
routes toward education are altered. It was the intent of this study to determine whether
the service delivery route of the ARL program is comparable to the traditional route of
service delivery at UNLV.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW
The need for alternative licensure programs is apparent in most states in the
nation (Buck. Polioway. & Robb. 1995; Clewell & Villegas. 2001: Dial & Stevens. 1993;
Olsen. 2001; Wale & Irons, 1990). Several alternative programs have existed in the past
and reviews have been written. Since mentoring fbr new teachers seems to be a rising
trend throughout the nation, research on the effects of mentoring also needs to be
addressed (Podsen & Denmark, 2000). It is also imperative to explore the speciAc needs
of new special education teachers, both traditional and non-traditional.

/fMmncuZ PerspecAves o f Tcuc/zcr ,^Aormgg.y
There were no certiAcation requirements or formal training fbr teachers in the
1700s. Teachers were usually clergymen. During the 1800s women entered the Aeld of
teaching. There were no formal requirements at that time, other than women must have
been of good character. Formal teacher preparation and certiAcation programs were
started in the late 1800s, and training in pedagogy was noted o f importance in the early
1900s. From 1920-1950 fbur-year college degrees became mandatory fbr public school
teachers. States became independent in their teacher certiAcation requirements between
1960 and 1970 (Dial & Stevens, 1993).

10
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The Arst alternative certiAcation programs began in the 1960s when a need was apparent,
but soon ceased in the 1970s when a pupil shortage was noted as the "baby boomers"
waited to have children. There were fewer college students enrolling in teacher
education programs in the 1980s as wages fbr teachers were not increasing and there
were more opportuniAes fbr college graduates, and more notably, women in other high
paying Aelds. Teacher shortages escalated throughout the 1990s and have continued. By
the year 2010 two million new teachers will be needed in the United States (Clewell &
Villegas. 2001 ; Olsen. 2001). The need fbr teachers w ill be intensiAed in the areas of
math, science, bilingual educaAon and special education (Clewell & Villegas. 2001).
Dial & Stevens (1993) suggested several reasons fbr teacher shortages throughout
the naAon. In the Aeld of special educaAon, teacher shortages are apparent fbr a variety of
reasons. One reason is that there is a high attrition rate. Many new special educaAon
teachers do not stay in the Aeld fbr more than a few years (National Center fbr EducaAon
Information [NCEl], 2002). Several leave the Aeld fbr other school related jobs such as
teaching in general education or administration. With high demands on teachers
involving stress related to paperwork and legalities, many opt out o f the Aeld to pursue
other teaching jobs. Others leave educaAon altogether (Banks & Necco, 1987; Dial &
Stevens, 1993).
Another reason there are shortages o f teachers in the Aeld o f special educaAon is
that there is a growth in the idenAAcaAon o f students who require special educaAon
services (NCES, 2001). NaAonwide, population growth of students served under the
Individuals with Disabilities EducaAon Act has increased by 30.1% Aom the 1990-1991

11
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school years to the 1999-2000 school year. During the same Ame frame, population
growth of students with disabilities in Nevada increased by 93.6% (NCES. 2001).
Teacher shortages are also apparent because of supply and demand (Amencan
Association fbr Employment in Education [AAEE], 2000). Universities are not producing
an ample number of teachers to meet the demands of the growing population of students
with special needs. As noted earlier, many women are studying in other high paying
professional Aelds.

Alternative certiAcaAon programs vary in type, and are currently available in 45
of the 50 states in areas such as elementary education, secondary education, bilingual
educaAon and special educaAon (NCEI, 2002). The need fbr altemaAve programs became
apparent in the 1980s, and several programs have been implemented and reviewed. Some
researchers have compared altemaAve certiAcation programs to traditional training
programs, while others have simply described the altemaAve program.
Stafford & Barrow (1994) described the altemaAve cerAAcaAon program
implemented by the Houston Independent School District (HISD). Through this program,
HISD certiAed more than 3,100 teachers between 1985 and 1993. The program attracted
overwhelming numbers o f applicants. A screening and interview process was necessary,
as candidates were required to have a bachelor's degree, and were required to pass
standardized tests in reading, wriAng and math. Candidates were chosen on the basis of
grade point average, personal references, test scores, and must have received passing
interview scores.

12
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If accepted into the program, interns were then required to complete 30 hours of
staff development. Content included an overview of the school district, expectations and
requirements o f the program. Interns were then required to pass an exam on the staff
development content at the end of this session.
The next step in the program involved the provision of training to include both
staff development and university coursework. HISD provided 30 hours o f observation
and student contact Ame. Interns were required to complete 50 hours of staff development
in which topics included teaching in urban areas and students at-nsk. behavior and
classroom management, and teaching pracAces. DemonstraAon teaching was required to
pass this portion o f the program.
In this program, university training included courses o f study in the areas in which
interns were interested in teaching. Candidates were required to complete 6 credit hours
at the University level. Choices included elementary, secondary math, secondary science,
secondary English, general special education, early childhood educaAon, emotional
disturbance, autism, severe or profound disabilities, bilingual educaAon, English as a
second language, or library science. Therefore, interns did not attend classes as a cohort
group.
Pnor to the beginning o f the school year, interns shadowed experienced teachers
and learned about opening the school year. Once the school year began, interns were
considered new teachers and were required to attend weekly seminars to openly discuss
problems and accomplishments. Teachers were supervised in the classroom by a school
district supervisor, site-based mentor, university supervisor and building principal.
Teachers were observed and provided with construcAve feedback. They were also

13

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

provided four days in which a substitute was hired fbr their classrooms so they could
observe experienced teachers in their buildings. By the end of the Arst school year,
teachers must have passed the certiAcaAon test in the area in which they taught.
Through surveys Ailed out by principals, it was fbund that teachers in the
alternative certiAcation program were rated at least as successful, if not more successful
than Arst year teachers Aom the traditional programs. Pnncipals were generally positive
about these teachers and the program. There was not a signiAcant difference fbund in
student achievement at the secondary level, however, there was a signiAcant difference
found at the elementary level. Test scores indicated that students of traditionally certiAed
teachers had higher achievement levels (Staffbrd & Barrow, 1994).
Zumwalt (1991) descnbed altemaAve cerAAcaAon programs in Los Angeles, New
Jersey and ConnecAcut. The altemaAve cerAAcation program in the Los Angeles UniAed
School District (LAUSD) started in 1984. Candidates were required to have a bachelor's
degree in liberal arts, at least 20 credits in the subject matter in which they were to teach,
and passing scores on the National Teachers Exam (N I E) and the Califbmia Basic
EducaAonal Skills Test (CBEST). Candidates were needed in the areas o f elementary,
secondary and bilingual educaAon. Teacher salaries were higher than tradiAonal Arst year
candidates, and participants were reqiAred to complete 4 weeks o f staff development,
including 1 week of multicultural awareness training. No student teaching was reqinred.
Mentors were provided, and teachers received annual evaluations. Teachers were
required to attend weekly seminars throughout the Arst two years o f teaching. These
hours counted toward their salary advancements.

14
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The alternative certiAcation program in New Jersey started in 1985 in an attempt
to And qualiAed elementary and secondary teachers. Candidates were required to have a
bachelor's degree plus 30 addiAonal academic credits, and passing NTE scores. Two
hundred hours o f staff development were required (80 befbre entering the classroom. 120
dunng). Interns were assigned to co-teach with mentor teachers prior to entenng the
classroom, serving as their student teaching experience. Individual schools provided sitebased support teams fbr each new teacher.
Connecticut's alternative route to certiAcation program started in 1987. to All
vacancies in secondary English, math, fbreign language, music, arL social studies, and
science, and in elementary grades fbur through eight. Candidates were required to have
earned a bachelor's degree, with a B average in their undergraduate Aeld. They had to
have passing scores on content knowledge tests and a nnnimum of 1000 on their SAT
(Scholastic Aptitude Test). They also had to submit a written essay. Finally, they needed
to have some experience with children. Befbre entenng the classroom, interns were
required to student teach fbr 5 days during the summer. During their first year of
teaching, they received support Aom BEST (Beginning Educators Support Team),
provided by the school district.
Although speciAc evaluaAons were not reported on the Los Angeles, New Jersey,
and Connecticut programs, Zumwalt (1991) noted that each program was to be
commended. Each program successfully eliminated or upgraded emergency certiAcaAons
in areas of need. SpeciAc program goals were not noted fbr any o f the programs
reviewed.

15
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Guyton. Fox. & Sisk (1991) conducted a comparative study between twenty-three
alternatively certified teachers and twenty-six traditionally certified teachers in Georgia
during the 1988-1989 school year. Alternatively certified and traditionally certified
teachers were asked to fill out the Educational Attitudes Inventor)' (EA l). and statistical
analysis was applied. Significant differences were found in teacher attitudes.
Alternatively certified teachers felt more improved throughout the first school year. The
authors attributed this to the fact that AC teachers did not student teach, and therefore
witnessed more improvement than traditional teachers who would have witnessed the
same growth during their student teaching. AC teachers also felt more positively about
their teacher education programs than did traditional teachers. The last difference was
that AC teachers were less satisfied with their local education programs.
There were no significant differences in grade point averages or scores on teacher
certification tests, or in evaluations after the first or fifth months o f teaching. Year-end
evaluations were also similar, as well as the end of the year EAIs.
Johns Hopkins University, in collaboration with the Maryland Department of
Education conducted a 2-year experimental alternative route to certification program
(Rosenberg & Rock, 1994). At the completion o f this program, candidates earned a
Master's degree in special education and certification. Teachers in this program received
on-the-job university based supervision, along with local mentoring. Evaluations
included interviews, observations during instructional time, and self-report surveys.
Statistical analysis indicated no significant differences between alternative route teachers
and control group teachers. Alternative group teachers performed at or above satisfactory
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levels. On average, they were rated better than satisfactory on specific instructional
techniques and classroom management.
Jelemberg (1996) surveyed principals and teachers in New Hampshire who were
certified between the years 1987-1990. The Alternative 4 Program was an alternative
route program implemented during this time, preparing teachers to fill shortages in both
elementary and secondary levels. Alternative 4 teachers were hired upon
recommendation of other school district employees and received on-the-job training. The
program was sponsored by the state Board of Education.
Once hired, teachers in this program assumed full classroom responsibilities prior
to receiving any formal training. Teachers then had a period of three years in which they
were required to complete all requirements for certification. Teachers were able to
complete requirements through workshops, staff development, and through university
coursework.
Significant differences were found between Alternative 4 teachers and their
traditionally certified counterparts. On average, principals rated traditional teachers
higher on both instructional skills and instructional planning. This may be expected
because Alternative 4 teachers had no formal training prior to entering the classroom.
Teachers from the traditional route also rated their training program and overall
preparation higher than Alternative 4 teachers rated their own training program and
preparedness. There was a significant difference in why subjects became teachers.
Teachers from traditional programs offered child-centered reasons for wanting to become
teachers, while Alternative 4 teachers offered reasons o f job availability. One favorable
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response of Alternative 4 teachers was that they found district staff and principals more
valuable during their first years of teaching than did their traditional counterpart.
O f the seven programs reviewed, all reported favorable outcomes. Some programs
reviewed were considered alternative certification programs and others were considered
alternative route programs. Each required specific qualifications and prerequisite
requirements prior to entering the classroom as inservice teachers. A ll programs produced
teachers to fill vacancies in high-need areas such as in special education, bilingual
education, and secondary education, however, none of the programs reviewed reported
retention rates.

Many criticisms have been noted concerning alternative certification programs.
One reason such programs are criticized is that teachers are not fully prepared when they
enter the classroom, lacking a strong pedagogy in teaching methods (Gonzalez-Rodriguez
& Sjostrom, 1998; Kennedy, 1991; Wise & Darling-Hammond, 1992). Willamson,
McDiarmid, & Wilson (1991) found that math teachers trained through an alternative
certification program in New Jersey had great difficulty teaching and explaining math
concepts, even though they understood the concepts and could solve problems with ease.
It is not necessarily true that because individuals have earned a content-specific
bachelor's degree previously, that they can be expected to be good teachers. Even if
alternatively certified teachers do have mastery in their subject matter, they may still need
specific training in how to teach that subject matter (Kennedy, 1991).
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Another criticism of such programs is that they attract individuals who may be
under economic pressures (Stevens & Dial, 1993). Some feel that a lack of commitment
to the teaching profession and to their students may occur if individuals want to teach
simply because they are unemployed, as some candidates apply for alternative programs
because of job availability instead o f the desire to help children (Jelmberg. 1996).
Vacant teaching positions are usually in high-risk schools (Ashton, 1996; Olsen.
2001: Wise & Darling-Hammond, 1992). Therefore, teachers with alternative
certification are likely to be hired in these areas. Students in these areas historically lack
continuity and stability in their educational programs. Critics of ARL programs believe
this to be a problem because these are schools that need more experienced teachers.
Cost is another criticism o f alternative certification programs. Alternative
certification programs can be costly. The Los Angeles Unified School District spent
approximately $1300 per candidate; the state of Texas spent approximately $3400 per
candidate, while the AC program in Georgia spent approximately $11,000 per candidate
(Kwaitkowski, 1999). Rather than spending this money on AC programs, some suggest
that increased salaries, signing bonuses and better working conditions may help prevent
the attrition rate among teachers and also would attract more college bound students into
the field of teaching, thus eliminating the need for alternative programs (Ashton, 1996;
Dial & Stevens, 1993; Kwaitkowski, 1999; Olson, 2001; Wise & Darling-Hammond,
1992).
Lack of consistency among alternative certification programs is another
frequently cited criticism. Definitions that applied to various programs differ (Buck et al.,
1995; Dial & Stevens, 1993; Zumwalt, 1991). Varying standards may inhibit teachers
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from being able to move from one state to another state, or even horn one district to
another without having to fulfill other standards required o f districts other than the one in
which they were certified.

First-year

Fcfwcution TeucAer.Y

Experts agree that first year special education teachers have specific needs (Boyer
& Gillespie. 2000; Conderman & Stephens, 2000; Lloyd et al., 2000: Whitaker, 2000).
Preparing for lEP meetings, which includes extensive amount of paperwork required is
one need. The need to effectively communicate and collaborate with parents, general
education teachers, administrators and paraprofessionals is another area in which novice
special educators may need assistance (Boyer & Gillespie, 2000; Conderman & Stephens,
2000; Lloyd et al.. 2000; Whitaker, 2001). Other areas of concern for novice special
education teachers include behavior management, curriculum, grading, lesson planning,
and classroom organization (Lloyd et al., 2000).
Boyer & Gillespie (2000) noted that novice special educators need to understand
IDEA (Individuals with Disabilities ELducation Act), and how it relates to lEP planning
and inclusion for students with disabilities. Also of great importance is the need for new
special educators to be able to assess progress on goals and benchmarks, along with
developing appropriate modifications, adaptations and accommodations for students in
the general education setting (Boyer & Gillespie. 2000; Whitaker, 2001).
Many agree that novice special education teachers need extensive emotional
support throughout the stressful first year(s) of teaching (Boyer & Gillespie, 2000;
Conderman & Stephens, 2000; Whitaker, 2000; Whitaker, 2001). Induction programs and
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mentoring have been suggested as viable methods for providing needed support to
beginning teachers (Boyer & Gillespie, 2000; Conderman & Stephens. 20(X); Whitaker.
2000; Whitaker. 2001).

Mgnformg <37%/ /Wwctm» Programs /hr First-year .^ecia/ Fùfwcatfon FeacAers
The literature suggests that novice special education teachers benefit from
participating in mentoring relationships with experienced special education teachers
(Denmark & Podsen. 2000: Kennedy, 1991: Lloyd, Wood, & Moreno, 2000; Olsen. 2001
Rosenberg & Rock, 1994; Wale & Irons, 1990; Whitaker. 2000; )^Tiitaker. 2001).
Experienced mentors can assist novice teachers in a variety of ways. Mentors are needed
on a consistent basis to assist novice teachers with weekly lesson planning, lEP
preparation, behavior management, assistance with school policies and procedures, and
for emotional support (Whitaker, 2000)
Novice teachers also need the opportunity to observe experienced teachers in the
classroom so they can observe good teaching and classroom management (Whitaker,
20(X)). Mentors can assist by observing novice teachers and providing constructive
feedback (Whitaker. 2000; Whitaker, 2001). Teacher-mentor relationships should include
reflective conferencing on a regular basis when novice teachers can express problems and
needs to mentors, and mentors can ofler helpful suggestions and problem solving ideas
(Whitaker. 2000).
Mentor training is necessary if mentoring programs are to be effective (Denmark
& Podsen. 2000. Kennedy, 1991). Good teachers of children are not necessarily good
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teachers of adults. Quality mentors must understand the needs of beginning teachers and
understand their role as a mentor.

Non-traditional teachers come from diverse backgrounds; many are older with
family obligations and come with experience in other jobs (Manos & Kasambira. 1998).
Several studies indicated that there are more minority and male teachers in alternative
programs than there are in traditional teacher preparation programs (Bradshaw & Hawk.
1996; Clewell & Villegas, 2001 Feistritzer & Chester. 1996; Manos & Kasambira. 1998;
Rosenberg & Sindelar, 2001 ; Stafford & Barrow, 1994; Wale & Irons, 1990). This older,
yet more experienced population has different educational and job training needs.
In a comparative study between 33 traditional and 18 non-traditional pre-service
elementary school teachers, Gonzalez & Sjostrom (1998) found several differences
between the two groups. It was concluded that many of these differences were due to lack
of maturity and experience in the woBcing world. Both groups participated in student
teaching. Non-traditional teachers were more confident going into student teaching. Nontraditional teachers were more focused on needs of their students; traditional teachers
were more focused on themselves. Non-traditional teachers developed more collaborative
relationships, communicating better with their co-workers, and traditional teachers tended
to develop hierarchical relationships with their co-workers and lacked interpersonal
skills. Traditional teachers relied on feedback from supervisors, while non-traditional
teachers were more self-reflective. Traditional teachers were less future-oriented, taking
one week at a time, whereas non-traditional teachers tended to plan further ahead.

22

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Veem

j^ecW FolwcahoM FeocAcrv

First-year non-traditional teachers have specific and diverse needs (Eifler &
Potthoff 1998: Gonzalez et al., 1998: Grossman. 1989: Manos & Kasambira. 1998:
Neumann. 1994). Educationally, non-traditional students may have scheduling needs
regarding their teacher preparation programs. Many of these students are working during
the day or attending to their children, and may not be able to attend traditional day classes
(Manos & Kasambira. 1998). Financially, these students may need assistance with
tuition, scholarships and possibilities of higher salaries because many have family
obligations, or have left higher paying jobs to become teachers (Ashton, 1996).
Non-traditional teachers may need special assistance fitting in to the school
setting because they come Aom other job settings (Ashton, 1996). As noted earlier, many
ARE teachers are first hired in high-risk areas (Ashton. 1996; Olsen, 2001; Wise &
Darling-Hammond, 1992); therefore they may need specific multicultural training and
education of social and cultural issues of high-risk areas.
Studies have shown that many non-traditional teachers learn how to teach best by
demonstration and experience instead of theory and practice (Grossman, 1989; Kennedy,
1991; Neumann, 1994). These teachers need more on-the-job training and classroom
experiences to gain proficiency in teaching (Gonzalez et al., 1998; Neumann, 1994).
Especially for those who are not required to student teach, the opportunity to observe
effective teachers in action and the opportunity to discuss effective teaching is necessary
(Eifler & Potthoff, 1998; Gonzalez et al., 1998; Grossman, 1989; Neumann, 1994).
Often, those who do not have the opportunity to student teach remember and reflect upon
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their own days as a student and use their own teachers as role models (Grossman, 1989:
Kennedy, 1991).
Bradshaw & Hawk (1996) compared teachers certified through alternative route
programs (non-traditional students) with teachers certified through traditional teacher
preparation programs in North Carolina. Although it was not stated how many, if any, of
the traditionally certified teachers were considered traditional or non-traditional students,
it was clear that alternative route teachers in the study were non-traditional students. The
alternative route programs described teachers recruited from the military, or other
professions who were already degree-holding adults. Few differences in classroom
performance were apparent after the first year o f teaching. However, there was a higher
attrition rate of the traditional teacher group who began to teach immediately after
graduation.
Bradshaw & Hawk (1996) concluded that alternative route teachers (nontraditional) have special needs. First noted was the need for a strong line of
communication between the university and school district. Financially, non-traditional
teachers may need assistance because many w ill take pay cuts to become teachers. Topics
of staff development should have strong emphasis on classroom instruction and
classroom and behavior management, including coaching and demonstration hum
experienced teachers. Alternative teachers should have opportunities to observe
exemplary teachers, and it would be helpful to include successful teachers as part of the
faculty. Also suggested was the need for extensive support by site-based personnel, as
well as from their own cohort group.
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Mentoring is also noted as a necessity in teaching programs for non-traditional
students (Bradshaw & Hawk, 1996; Eifler & Potthoff, 1998; Kennedy, 1991: Neumann,
1994; Olsen. 2001; Rosenberg & Rock, 1994; Wale & Irons. 1990). Teacher-mentor
relationships are valuable for all new teachers. Mentors can provide a wealth of
assistance and advice for new teachers on the job.
Eifler & Potthoff ( 1998) discussed the importance o f cohort groups of teachers
who are trained through alternative programs. These teachers face similar problems and
have similar needs, as many are placed in high-risk schools, lack the same training and
teaching experiences, and therefore, can be o f great support to one another. In a study of
the Dallas School District Alternative Certification program (Neumann, 1994), teachers
reported that they often were assigned to classrooms with more students, lower academic
abilities and had more school duties than did other teachers in their same school settings.
As mentors were not provided for these teachers, they often found support they needed
within the cohort group.

The literature suggested positive and negative aspects to alternative certification
programs. Like in any other program, conditions can be improved through research and
trial and error. It is imperative to leam from previous attempts at alternative certification
programs in order to produce refined ones. Dial & Stevens (1993) noted that it would be
difficult to compare current alternative programs to previous ones because the
circumstances are different from time to time, and from area to area. Training routes and
requirements vary from program to program.
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Critics of alternative programs have provided valid reasons for concern: yet have
not provided better solutions to resolve the problem of teacher shortages. Some have
suggested that higher wages and better wodting conditions for teachers would lure more
professionals into the field via traditional means, or retain more teachers who add to the
attrition rates (Ashton. 1996; Kwaitkowski. 1999: Olsen. 2001; Wise & DarlingHammond. 1992). Higher wages for teachers, however, would not guarantee that the best
teacher candidates would participate in traditional teacher preparation programs.
Most programs reviewed required a screening process for selection of their
teacher candidates. None o f the programs stressed the importance of the screening
process, nor did any describe the need for some type o f character screening on their
candidates. Especially when choosing individuals to work with children, it is critical to
carefully screen applicants and determine whether or not they are entering the program
and the teaching profession for appropriate reasons. It is imperative that teacher
candidates selected to work with children are selected because they are interested in
benefiting children.
Another criticism of alternative programs is that most receive on-the-job training
in lieu o f pre-service experience in the classroom. If alternative programs align their
university course work and in-service training with the first year o f teaching, teachers can
immediately apply what they leam in the classroom. Traditionally trained teachers, who
attend and participate in coursework prior to teaching, cannot immediately practice the
teaching techniques and strategies they learning. However, much is gained during student
teaching and other practical experiences throughout university coursework.
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Mentoring first-year teachers is important for encouragement and support.
Kennedy (1991 ) noted that both parties in the mentor relationship (mentor and protégé)
must be willing to participate in the relationship. Mentoring is only effective if the
protégé can trust and rely on the mentor, feeling comfortable in asking for assistance or
support whenever necessary. Surprisingly, none o f the programs reviewed described their
mentor selection process. Mentors should be chosen carefully. Not every good teacher is
willing to take the time and effort to help novice teachers. Mentors and protégés should
be matched up carefully to detect personality likenesses or conflicts.

Alternative certification programs are the justified response to accommodating
teacher shortages throughout the nation (Rosenberg & Sindelar. 2001). The literature
revealed descriptions of several AC programs implemented in the past. In most cases,
supervising administrators rated AC teachers adequately, and statistical analysis found
few significant differences between teachers trained through traditional programs and
teachers trained through alternative certification programs.
Critics of alternative programs describe negative factors of such programs. These
include lack of training, pedagogical knowledge, and lack of content knowledge. Also, it
is questionable as to whether or not alternatively certified teachers join the teaching
profession for the right reasons, as many who apply are under economic pressures.
Teachers in alternative programs are often hired to teach in at-risk schools
(Ashton. 1996; Wise & Darling-Hammond, 1992). Critics believe that more experienced
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teachers should fill those positions because alternatively certified teachers lack the skills
to work with at-risk students.
Cost is another factor that creates controversy concerning alternative programs.
Georgia spent up to $11.000, and Texas spent over $3,000 per candidate in AC programs
(Kwaitkowski, 1999). Many believe that monies such as this should be put back into
teacher salaries and woiting conditions in order to attract and retain teachers already
dedicated to teaching.
There are several specific needs of novice special education teachers. It has been
noted that induction and mentoring programs are important in the success of first-year
special education teachers. It is impoifant that new teachers receive support 6om more
experienced teachers who can help and answer questions concerning curriculum,
behavior management, lEP development and implementation, special education law,
school district policies and procedures, or any other school specific assistance needed.
Non-traditional teachers also have added needs, both educationally and at the job
site. Non-traditional teachers may need a different kind of support because many are
older and have entered the teaching profession from a different working environment,
and often, from different cultural environments.
Much has been learned about several aspects of alternative certification programs
in the past. It is imperative that programs are evaluated and reviewed so that other
program developers can leam from the past, and so that programs can be improved as
needed. This review of the literature provided insight into important issues to explore
when conducting a program evaluation o f the Alternative Route to Licensure Program in
CCSD.
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY
Parfzc/paMfs
Permission from the office of Human Subjects at UNLV was obtained to study
human subjects. Upon approval, surveys were sent to teachers along with a notice of
informed consent (see Appendix C for notice o f informed consent). Participants were
notified that they were not required to participate and that they could withdraw at any
time. Since the survey was intended to be anonymous, signatures o f consent were not
necessary. Completing and sending back the survey signified consent of the participant.

Surveys were sent to 87 participants of the Alternative Route to Licensure
Program, from five groups who were teaching in the Clark County School District.
Participants were located from school records that listed where teachers taught. A ll
survey recipients had completed their Master's degree between 1999-2002, and had been
teaching from one-year to five-years. Surveys were sent out three times. Thirty-two
surveys were completed and returned after the first mailing, 22 more were returned after
the second mailing, and additionally, three more were returned after the final mailing. A
total o f 57 surveys were completed and sent back, a 65.5% return rate.
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Group y
Group 1 started staff development in the fall semester of 1998. Qualified
participants were placed in job vacancies in the spring semester of 1999.
Staff development classes were planned and taught by CCSD Professional Development
Department mentor teachers. These mentor teachers were assigned to work with all new
special education teachers in CCSD. Once placed into a teaching position, these teachers
had site-based mentors who worked at their school sites during their first semester of
teaching instead of ARL mentors. Site-based mentors were not available on an as-needed
basis because they were also full-time teachers or facilitators themselves. Site-based
mentor teachers were paid as prep buy-out. Teachers 6om Group 1 received support and
services from full-time ARL mentors &om their second semester of teaching until the
completion of their third year o f teaching. Teachers in this group have been teaching for a
total o f five years.
Groups 2-4
Group 2 participated in staff development in the spring semester of 1999.
Participants from this group were interviewed and hired to begin teaching in the fall
semester of 1999. Staff development was planned and taught by ARL mentors, who were
specifically hired to run the program and provide support to ARL teachers intensively
throughout their first year o f teaching. Teachers in this group were interviewed first by
school district personnel, then by building principals who had jobs available at their
schools. They participated in the same interview process as any other newly hired
teacher.
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Pre-service training for Groups 3 and 4 was run in similar fashion to Group 2.
Group 3 participated in staff development in the spring semester o f 2000, and started
teaching in the fall semester of 2000. Teachers in this group were also interviewed and
hired as any other new teacher. Group 4 started staff development in the spring semester
of 2001 and started teaching in the fall semester of 2001.
Group 5
Groups 5 started their staff development in the fall semester of 2001, and were
hired to start teaching mid-year in the spring semester o f 2002. This differed from the
previous four groups because staff development for this group overlapped with the
beginning of their university course work. They attended staff development on
weeknights and attended modular university courses on weekends in order to complete
nine university credits before the spring semester of 2002.
FrWAzoMu/Zy Certz/fgJ FeacAers
In order to compare ARL and traditionally trained teachers, ninety-four students
who earned degrees through the university's traditional teacher preparation program were
identified. These individuals earned either a Bachelor's degree or a Master's degree in
special education. Teachers were identified through the university's Student Teaching
Seminar grade lists from all semesters between 1999 and 2002. School locations of each
teacher were identified through the school district's e-mail system. Forty-eight surveys
were sent to teachers who were employed by CCSD under teacher contracts. An
additional forty-six students h"om lists, Wio were identified as current graduates, were not
sent surveys because they were either listed as substitute teachers (15), or were not
working for the school district (31). A ll teachers who were sent surveys in this group
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were first year special education teachers between 1999-2000 and 2002-2003 school
years. Surveys were sent out three times. Twenty-three surveys were returned after the
first mailing, fourteen more after the second mailing, and five more were returned after
the final mailing. Schools stating that those teachers no longer taught at those schools
returned five surveys. A total o f forty-two surveys were completed and sent back, a
44.6% return rate. The total return rate for both ARL and traditional teachers was 54.7%.

yns/rumgnt
A fbrty-one-question survey was developed, containing questions related to
participant demographics (16), job knowledge (4). job satisfaction (10), and satisfaction
of teacher preparation programs (11), (see Appendix D for complete survey).
Demographic questions were developed for the purpose of determining whether
diflerences exist between groups in areas such as age, gender, and ethnicity. Questions
related to job knowledge were developed based on specific job requirements of the
special education teacher, such as lEP development and increasing student knowledge.
Questions related to job satisfaction were developed based on how teachers felt toward
their work environments, levels of supports they receive, and satisfaction o f their jobs.
Questions related to satisfaction of teacher preparation program were developed based on
how effective their training was in relation to their current job as a special education
teacher.
A pilot study was conducted in the fall semester of 2001. The survey was sent to
56 ARL teachers and 65 traditionally certified teachers. A ll surveys were hand delivered,
or were sent to teachers at their schools through the school district mail system. There
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was a 41 % return rate aAer sending surveys to teachers twice. Surveys were revised of
errors, and mailings were sent out a third time for this study. A dollar bill was added to
the second mailing for this study in an attempt to get a better return rate.

Group /uterviews
The purpose of the focus group session was to generate discussion concerning
specific topics in order to gain perspective from group members. Members reflect upon
questions asked and share their views and opinions based on what other group members
contribute. Weiss (1998) recommended that focus groups consist o f 6-12 members, and
Patton (1987) recommended that focus groups consist of 6-8 members.
One difference between ARL teachers and teachers trained through the traditional
teacher preparation program was that ARL teachers received additional support from
district paid mentor teachers throughout their first three years of teaching. Fifty-six
teachers from the ARL groups 1-3 were invited and encouraged to participate in a fbcusgroup session concerning the mentoring aspect of the ARL program.
Invitations to attend a focus group luncheon were sent out to ARL teachers from
groups 1. 2. and 3. Invitations were extended only to teachers in the first three groups
because they had been with the program the longest and had the most experience with the
mentoring program. A total of eight teachers responded and participated in the focus
group session. Due to the low number of teachers choosing to participate in the focus
group session, only one session was held. A doctoral student, collecting data for a class
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project in qualitative research, lead the focus group session, lasting approximately one
hour and 30 minutes.
Teachers participating in the focus group interviews were asked to identify the
benefits received from the mentoring program during their first three years o f teaching.
Questions related to type of mentoring support teachers received from ARL mentors.
Five teachers revealed that they also received assistance from site-based mentors.
Questions were developed regarding the amount and quality o f support received from
mentors during their first year of teaching. Also discussed were problems faced involving
assigned mentors (See Appendix E for interview questions).
Participants were encouraged to describe their experiences with their mentors and
express both positive and negative aspects of their mentoring relationships. Discussions
focused on the mentoring aspect o f the ARL program as related to student teaching and
student teaching supervision,
yf RL

une/ Mentor /ntervzcws

A total of three individual interviews were held with CCSD personnel, and one
interview held with the program administrator from UNLV. One interview was held with
the CCSD administrator who supervised the ARL program and the ARL mentors since its
origin. The other two CCSD interviews were held with the ARL mentor teachers who
were hired as mentors from the beginning of the program and continues to work with the
program to date. Another interview was held with the university supervisor who has also
been associated with the program from its origin, and continues to be a senior advisor to
the program. These interviews focused on perceived progress and growth of the

34

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

program, and perceived effectiveness o f the program (see Appendix F for interview
questions).
D am yfrna/yszs

Surveys were reviewed and analyzed both quantitatively and qualitatively (see
Table 1). Survey questions were analyzed by using one-way multivariate analysis of
variance (M A N O VA ) to determine if there were overall significant effects of teacher
preparation programs that were directly related to job satisfaction, job knowledge, and
satisfaction o f teacher preparation programs. A paired samples t-test was used to analyze
differences between groups related to demographic information (see Tables 2 and 2b).
Open-ended questions, individual interview data, and focus group interview data
were analyzed qualitatively. Frequencies and commonalities o f responses on survey
questions and from interviews were analyzed and categorized. Patton (1987) suggested
the use o f a process/outcomes matrix when evaluating programs qualitatively. A Critical
Assessment Matrix. (Putney, Perkins & Wink. 2001). was used to analyze interview data
with program administrators and mentors (see Appendix G for matrix example).
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Table 1. DataAnalvses
Research Questions

Data/Instrument

Analysis

Survey

MANOVA

Is there a significant difference between
teachers who complete the ARL teachertraining program and teachers who complete
a traditional teacher-training program in the
areas o f...
1)

job knowledge

2)

job satisfaction

3)

satisfaction o f teacher-training program

4)

demographic information

t-test

What factors are associated with the success

Focus Group,

Qualitative

o f the ARL program?

Administrator/

Case Studies,

Mentor

Content Analysis

Interviews

What improvements need to be made to

Focus Group,

Qualitative

contribute to the success o f the ARL program?

Administrator/

Case Studies.

Mentor

Content Analysis

Interviews
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS
This program evaluation was designed to evaluate the effectiveness of the ARL
program by examining program records and by surveying stakeholders who participated
in the program. Quantitative statistical analyses were conducted in an attempt to compare
attitudes and beliefs of ARL teachers to the attitudes and beliefs of traditionally certified
teachers in the areas of job knowledge, job satisfaction, and satisfaction in their teacher
preparation programs. Qualitative analyses were applied to open-ended survey questions,
focus group interview notes, and interview notes from ARL program administrators and
mentors.
Quantitative Results
Dam EnUy Re/mAz/zry
In order to maintain reliability in data entry, data entry checks were conducted.
Data were entered into the SPSS, 11.0 (2001) statistical analysis program. The survey
contained forty-one questions. Ninety-nine surveys were completed and returned. There
were a total o f 4,059 individual data entries for 99 surveys. Initially, data were entered by
two different university staff members (one person entered data from surveys numbered
22-77, and the second person entered data from surveys numbered 101-119 and 201-224).
A ll data entries from surveys were re-checked, one by one, by the principal investigator
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of the study. O f the 4.059 responses recorded, a total of 5 entries were discrepant (99.8%
agreement). Any discrepancies found were discussed and agreed upon by both persons
entering the data before a final entry was made.

Demographic information was analyzed using a paired samples t-test to find if
there were diflerences between ARL teachers and traditional teachers in age, gender,
marital status, number of children, ethnicity, and types of schools in which teachers
taught (See Tables 2 and 2b). Significant differences were found in the demographic
variables age (t (1) = 9.243; p < .05), gender (t (2) = 14.128; p < .05), and highest degree
earned (t (6) = 14.330; p < .05). The average age of the ARL teacher was 38.9; the
average age of the traditional teacher was 31.1. It was fotmd that 66.6% of ARL teachers
were female and 87.8% o f the traditional teachers were female.
One participant from the traditional group did not respond to this question. It was
expected that significance would be found in the area of highest degree earned because
all ARL teacher had previously earned a bachelor's degree or higher and had completed a
master's degree in the ARL program, whereas 29 o f 42 traditionally certified teachers
(69%) who responded had earned only a bachelor's degree thus far.
Significant differences were not found in variables including marital status,
number of children, ethnicity, number of credits past highest degree, or in number of
transfers within the district. Forty-nine percent of ARL teachers were married, 29.8%
were single, and 17.5% were divorced. In the traditional group 33.3% were married,
47.6% were single and 7.1% were divorced. Seventy-nine percent o f ARL teachers had
children, and 50% of traditionally certified teacher had children.
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Table 2. Demographic Information

Demographic Information

ARL Teachers

Traditional Teachers

Mean Age

38.9

31.1

Gender

33.3% male

8.2% male

66.6% female

87.8% female

59.6% White

67.5% White

21% Aff/Am

12.5% Aff/Am

Ethnicity

7% Hispanic

Marital Status

7.5% Hispanic

1.7%Asian/Am

2.5% Asian/Am

1.7% Nat/Am

2.5% Nat/Am

1.7% Mixed

2.5% Mixed

49% married

33.3% married

29.8% single

47.6 % single

17.5% divorced

7.1% divorced

Children

78.9% Yes

50% Yes

Teaching in Year-Round?

1.2% Yes

31.5% Yes

Teaching in At-Risk?

31.5% Yes

35.7% Yes
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Table 2b. Results for paired samples t-test

Variable

Mean

Std. Deviation

Î

Age
(Pair 1)

35.63

9.878

9.243

.000

Gender
(Pair 2)

1.76

.432

14.128

.016

Highest
Degree
Earned
(Pair 6)

1.64

.597

14.330

.000

Sig.

In the ARL group. 34 participants were White (59.6%). 12 were AfricanAmerican (21%), 4 were Hispanic (7%), 1 was Asian-American (1.7%). 1 was NativeAmerican (1.7%), and 1 was mixed (1.7%). Four participants did not respond to this
question (7%). In the traditional group, 27 participants were White 67.5%, 5 were
African-American (12.5%), 3 were Hispanic (7.5%), 1 was Asian-American (2.5%),
1 was Native-American (2.5%), and 1 was mixed (2.5%). Three participants did not
respond to this question.
In the ARL group, 1.2 % taught at year-round schools, while 23.8% of traditional
teachers taught at year-round schools. A total o f 35.7 % of traditional teachers worked in
at-risk schools while 31.5% o f ARL teachers worked in at-risk schools.
Survey questions pertained to the areas o f job knowledge, job satisfaction and
satisfaction o f their specific teacher preparation program. Teachers answered twenty
questions based on a four-point Likert scale, (1= completely agree, 2= somewhat agree,
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3= somewhat disagree, and 4=comp)etely disagree). A il questions were stated in positive
terms so that a score o f 1 was the highest rating and a score of 4 was the lowest. In order
to ascertain whether or not there were statistically significant differences between groups
considering those topics, data were analyzed using a multivariate analysis of variance
(MAN OVA).
Results of the M A N O VA indicated that there were no significant differences on
combined scores between the ratings of ARL teachers and traditionally certified teachers
in the areas of job knowledge, job satisfaction, or in the satisfaction of their teacher
preparation programs (see Table 3). Teachers from both groups were generally satisfied
with their current jobs, teacher-training programs, and felt somewhat knowledgeable
about their job responsibilities.

Alternative Route to Licensure program records indicated that eighty-nine of the
one hundred thirteen participants (78.7%) who completed staff development between
1998 and 2001 from Groups 1-5 were still teaching in the Clark Coimty School District at
the time of data collection (see Table 4). Although each group received similar
pre-service training, there were differences between groups in the service delivery of staff
development, university coursework, and the specific time hame of each group.
Although longitudinal records o f retention o f traditionally certified teachers could
not be obtained, attrition records o f new special education teachers who started teaching
between 1999 and 2001 after the first year of teaching special education in CCSD were
kept. On average, there was a 15% attrition rate o f teachers new to CCSD after the first
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year of teaching in the district. This statistic excludes ARL teachers. The attrition rate for
ARL teachers during that same time hame was 8% after the first year of teaching.

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics

Job Knowledge

Job Satisfaction

Teacher preparation

Group

Mean

SD

N

ARL

1..51

.44

57

TRAD

1.40

.34

42

TOTAL

1.46

.40

99

ARL

1.70

.39

57

TRAD

1.66

.43

42

TOTAL

1.69

.40

99

ARL

1.88

.60

57

TRAD

1.87

.50

42

TOTAL

1.88

.55

99
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Table 4. ARL Groups 1-5
Number of participants completing staff development

113

Number of participants hired upon completion of staff development

108 (95.5%)

Number of participants dropped after staff development

3 (2.6%)

Number of teachers with unsatisfactory teaching evaluations

9 (8%)

Number of teachers not renewed by CCSD

3 (2.6%)

Number of teachers who quit teaching

10 (8.8%)

Number of teachers who left CCSD to teach

5 (4.4%)

Number of teachers never hired as special education teachers

2 (1.7%)

Total number o f teachers still in CCSD

89 (78.7%)

Growp 7.
At the time o f this study, teachers in this group had been teaching for a total of
five years. O f the 26 participants who completed staff development, 20 (76.9%) were
working in CCSD as special education teachers or facilitators at the time of data
collection. Three o f these teachers received unsatisfactory teaching evaluations; however,
two teachers passed probation in their second year o f teaching, and continued to teach in
the school district. The school district, one for unsatisfactory teaching performance, and
the other for unprofessional conduct did not renew contracts for two teachers in this
group. Three teachers in this group quit teaching on their own, all within the first
semester of teaching. Three other teachers left CCSD to teach in other school districts
(see Table 5).
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Table 5. ARL Group 1
Number of participants completing staff development

30

Number of participants hired upon completion of staff development

30 ( 100%)

Number of participants dropped after staff development

0 (0%)

Number of teachers with unsatisfactory teaching evaluations

2 (7%)

Number of teachers not renewed by CCSD

2 (7%)

Number of teachers who quit teaching

3(10% )

Number of teachers who left CCSD to teach

3(10% )

Number of teachers dropped due to poor grades at U NLV

0 (0%)

Number of teachers never hired as special education teachers

0 (0%)

Total number of teachers still in CCSD

22 (73%)

2
O f the 22 participants who completed staff development, 18 (82%) were working
as teachers or special education facilitators in CCSD at the time data were collected.
Seventeen were hired upon completion o f staff development and one was hired upon
completion of student teaching. These teachers were in their fourth year of teaching. Four
participants were not teaching for the following reasons. One participant was dropped
after staff development, and two teachers quit teaching on their own, one during the first
semester of teaching and the other after three years of teaching to become a full-time
mother. One teacher left the district to teach in another school district (see Table 6).
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Table 6. ARL Group
Number of participants completing staff development

22

Number of participants hired upon completion of staff development

21 (95.4%)

Number of participants dropped after staff development

1 (4.5%)

Number of teachers with unsatisfactory teaching evaluations

0 (0%)

Number of teachers not renewed by CCSD

0 (0%)

Number of teachers who quit teaching

2 (9%)

Number of teachers who left CCSD to teach

1 (4.5%)

Number of teachers dropped due to poor grades at UNLV

0 (0%)

Number of teachers never hired as special education teachers

0 (0%)

Total number of teachers still in CCSD

18 (82%)

Growp 3.
O f the 18 participants who completed staff development, 16 (88.8%) were
working as teachers in CCSD at the time data were collected. Two teachers had
unsatisfactory teaching evaluations, one of whom was not renewed with the school
district. The other teacher quit teaching on her own during her second semester of her
first year (see Table 7).
Crowp 4.
O f the 16 participants who completed staff development, 13 (81%) were teaching in
CCSD at the time of data collection. Two o f those teachers received unsatisfactory
teaching evaluations and were on second year probation. Three participants were not
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teaching for the following reasons. Two participants were dropped aAer staff
development, the other participant completed the entire program, including the Master's
degree and still had not been hired due to failure to pass the Pre-Professional Skills Test
and had not enrolled in student teaching (see Table 8).

Table 7. ARL Group 3
Number of participants completing staff development

18

Number of participants hired upon completion of staff development

18 (100%)

Number of participants dropped after staff development

0 (0%)

Number of teachers with unsatisfactory teaching evaluations

2(11% )

Number of teachers not renewed by CCSD

1 (5.5%)

Number of teachers who quit teaching

1 (5.5%)

Number of teachers who left CCSD to teach

1 (5.5%)

Number of teachers dropped due to poor grades at UNLV

0 (0%)

Number of teachers never hired as special education teachers

0 (5.5%)

Total numtier o f teachers still in CCSD

16 (89%)
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Table 8. ARL Group 4

Number of participants completing staff development

16

Number of participants hired upon completion of staff development

13 (81%)

Number of participants dropped after staff development

2 ( 12.5%)

Number of teachers with unsatisfactory teaching evaluations

2 (12.5%)

Number of teachers not renewed by CCSD

0 (0%)

Number of teachers who quit teaching

0 (0%)

Number of teachers who left CCSD to teach

() (0%)

Number of teachers dropped due to poor grades at U NLV

0 (0%)

Number of teachers never hired as special education teachers

1 (6%)

Total number of teachers still in CCSD

13 (81%)

Group 5.
O f the 27 participants who completed staff development, 20 (74%) were teaching
in the school district at the time of data collection. Three of these teachers received
unsatisfactory teaching evaluations, two of which were teaching on second year probation
and the other was dropped due to poor grades at U NLV. One participant, who was not
hired after staff development, was dropped hom the program due to poor grades. Four
teachers who were hired quit on his/her own because they found other jobs more suited to
their liking. One participant was never hired by the school district (see Table 9).
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Table 9. ARL Group 5

Number of participants completing staff development

27

Number of participants hired upon completion of staff development

25 (92.5%)

Number of participants dropped after staff development

0 (0%)

Number of teachers with unsatisfactory teaching evaluations

3(11.5% )

Number of teachers not renewed by CCSD

0 (0%)

Number of teachers who quit teaching

4 (15.3%)

Number of teachers who left CCSD to teach

0 (0%)

Number of teachers dropped due to poor grades at U NLV

2 (7.6%)

Number of teachers never hired as special education teachers

1 (3.7%)

Total number o f teachers still in CCSD

20 (76.9%)

In summary, a total o f 89 teachers (78.7%) from ARL Groups 1-5 were employed
by CCSD as either classroom teachers or special education facilitators at the time o f data
collection. One hundred eight participants who completed staff development were hired
by the school district (95.5%). Three participants were dropped after completing staff
development (2.6%). Nine participants received unsatisfactory teaching evaluations (8%).
Three participants were not renewed by the school district due to unsatisfactory job
performance (2.6%). Nine teachers quit teaching on their own (8%), and five teachers left
the school district to teach elsewhere (4.4%). Two participants were never hired by
CCSD as special education teachers (1.7%).
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Qualitative Results
(Jpen-eWet/ Purvey
Open-ended survey questions were analyzed qualitatively. Content analysis was
applied to identify important themes and patterns emerging from the data. Since
statistical analysis is not applied when data are qualitatively analyzed, the researcher
must rely on intelligence, experience and good judgments in determining significant
findings (Patton, 1987).
It is important to note that there were more responses than participants in most
cases because many teachers responded with multiple answers. On each question where
multiple answers were allowed, participants responded with more than one answer per
question. There were 2-6 participants who did not respond to each question.
v4rc there negative^etor.y ahoutyouryah?

The first open-ended question asked if teachers believed there were negative
factors about their jobs as special education teachers, and what they were. Responses
were categorized into three groups. Responses were grouped as Student Related factors
(e.g. student behavior, low achievement), Job Related factors (e.g. lack of
support/collaboration, too much paperwork), or Personal Satisfaction factors (low pay,
long hours). See Tables 10 and 10b.
The biggest difference appeared in the area of Job Related factors. Fiffy-three
ARL teachers (94.6%) listed some type of job related factor as negative, while only
twenty-two (55%) o f traditional teachers listed job related factors as a negative aspect of
their job. Approximately one-third o f teachers from both groups surveyed indicated that
too much paperwork was a negative factor (32% TRAD, 29% ARL).
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Teachers in the ARL group listed the lack o f support by administrators, parents
and general education teachers were also contributing negative factors o f their jobs
(35.9% combined). Other factors noted equally by both groups were student behavior
problems, poor salary, long hours, and crowded classes (see Table 10).
Both groups noted negative factors related to students similarly. Twenty ARL
teachers (35.7%) and 14 traditional teachers (35%) listed student related negative factors.
A larger percentage of traditional teachers noted personal factors that were negative.
Eleven traditional teachers (27.5%) and seven ARL teachers listed personal negative
factors.
PTf// negnhve yhcfor.; prevent you

Jtqying ;» apecm/ e(7wentfon?

When asked if these negative factors would cause them to leave the field of
special education, responses were split. Twenty-three (54.7%) traditionally certified
teachers stated that they did not plan to leave the field despite the negative factors.
Twenty-four (42.1%) ARL teachers responded that they would not leave the field despite
negative factors (see Table 11). Four ARL teachers (7%) and two traditional teachers
(5%) did not respond to this question.
T/Vcnv/ng jpecin/ ccfwcohon, wAnfyo6

you purarwe nexf?

Responses for this question were categorized into three groups. Responses were
grouped as Other School Related jobs. Non-education jobs, and Higher Education or
other Special Education jobs. Percentages for each group of teachers were close for each
category (See Tables 12 and 12b).
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Table 10. Negative Factors About Being a Special Education Teacher

7% 4D

rO T X L

yog/

Too mucti paperwork/lEPs

13

16

29

No administrative support

1

14

15

Too Many Students

3

8

11

Behavior problems

5

5

10

Poor Salary

6

4

10

Lack of Parental Support

0

9

9

Long Hours

5

3

8

Collaboration with general ed teachers

0

7

7

Not enough resources

2

4

6

Exclusion of students w/disabilities

4

1

5

Lesson planning

2

2

4

Legalities

0

4

4

None

1

3

4

Misplacement o f students

2

1

3

Data Collection

I

1

2

School-wide reading programs

1

1

2

Scheduling

1

1

2

Low achievement

0

1

1

Politics

0

1

1

Teaching several subjects

0

1

0

Did not respond

0

1

1
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Table 10b. Response Categories
Student Related

# of responses / %
ARL
TRADITIO NAL
TOTAL

Job Related

Personal

# o f responses / /'<

# of responses /

20 / 35.7%

53 / 94.6%

7/12.5%

14/35%

22 / 55%

11/27.5%

34 / 35.4%

75 / 78%

18/18.7%

Table 11. W ill Negative Factors Prevent You From Staying in the Field?

Q: W ILL NEG ATIVE FACTORS PREVENT YOU

ARL

TRADITIO NAL

FROM STAYING IN SPECIAL EDUCATION?

YES

43%

40%

NO

49%

55%

7%

5%

NO RESPONSE

Although 47 teachers from both groups responded that they were not planning on
leaving special education, ten of those respondents also responded to the fbllow-up
question. Forty-six teachers in both groups noted that they were interested in other school
related positions if leaving special education. These positions included teaching in
general education, administration, special education facilitator, early childhood special
education, school counselor, librarian, speech therapy, and occupational therapy.
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q/jyour feacAer-q'ammg program 6e.yf preparet/jyow/or youryoA?

Responses to this question were categorized into four groups. These groups
included Practical Experience (e.g. student teaching, practicum), Coursework/Theor}'
(e.g. UNLV classes, staff development sessions). Help from Others (e.g. mentors, other
teachers), and Other (e.g. on-the-job training, life experience). See Table 13 and 13b.
There were differences between groups in each category. Thirty traditionally
certified teachers (79%) responded that student teaching, pre-student teaching, and
practicum experiences were the most helpful. Only 12.5% of ARL teachers listed
responses in this category since none of the ARL teachers participate in field experience
as a part of their university training prior to accepting a teaching position. These
responses were listed as the required classroom observations that ARL teachers
participate in during the mandatory staff development.
Teachers in the ARL program noted that Coursework/Theoiy was the most
helpful in preparing to become a special education teacher (78.5%). Over forty-eight
percent of traditional teachers listed Coursework/Theory as being helpful in becoming a
teacher.
Teachers from the ARL group benefited from Help from Others more than did
traditional teachers. Over 28% o f ARL teachers listed help from mentors or others in the
school setting as helpful in becoming a special education teacher, while only 2.5% of
traditionally certified teachers stated that help from others was beneficial.
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Table 12. Other Job Desired if Leaving Special Education

Q: I f Leaving Special Education, What Job Next?

TRAD

ARL

TO TA L

(n=38)

fn=53)

(n=91)

24

47

Not leaving

23

General Ed

5

9

14

Administration

5

9

14

Counselor

4

3

7

ECE

1

2

3

Facilitator

0

3

3

Higher Ed

1

2

3

Special Ed Law

1

1

2

Retirement

0

2

2

Homemaker

1

0

1

Nursing

1

0

1

Business

i

0

1

Librarian

0

1

1

Bartending

0

1

1

Research

0

1

1

Family therapy

0

1

i

Speech Therapy

0

1

1

ARL trainer

0

1

i

Occupational Therapy

1

Old Career

0

1

1

Private School

0

1

1

Corporate World

0

1

Î

Own Business

0

1

1

No Response

2

4

6

1
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Table 12b. Response Categories
Other School

Non-education

Related Jobs

Related Jobs

Other SPED

# o f responses / %

# of responses / %

# o f responses / %

Higher Education/

ARL

30/56.6%

6/1 1.3 %

5/9.4%

TRADITIO NAL

16/42.1%

3 / 7.8%

2 / 5.2%

TOTAL

46 / 50.5%

9 / 9.8%

7 / 7.6%

Responses to this question were categorized into three groups. These groups
included Curriculum/Teaching (e.g. content teaching, cooperative consultative model),
Classroom/Behavior Management (e.g. classroom management, behavior management),
and Job Related Paperwork (e.g. lEP development, lesson planning). See Tables 14 and
14b.
7» what weny way more trammg
When asked in what areas more training was needed, clearly the most frequent
responses from both groups were in lEP development and implementation. Thirty-two
ARL teachers (57.1%) and 25 traditional teachers (64.1%) listed responses in this
category. Thirty ARL teachers (39%) and 16 traditional teachers (41%) listed classroom
and behavior management as areas in which they desired more training.
There was a difference between groups in the category of curriculum and
teaching. Twenty-two ARL teachers (41%)listed responses in this category, and 11
traditional teachers (28.2%) listed responses in this category.
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Table 13. What Best Prepared You for Your Job?

Q: W H A T PART OF YO UR TEACHER PREPARATION

TRAD

ARL

TO TA L

PROGRAM BEST PREPARED

(n-39)

(n=56)

(n=95)

YOU TO TEACH IN SPECIAL EDUCATION?
Pre-student teaching, practicum. student teaching

30

30

0

U N LV classes

8

11

19

Behavior strategies (classes)

5

11

16

Mentor support

0

13

13

lEP writing

3

6

9

Staff development

0

9

9

On the job training

0

8

8

Lesson planning format

3

2

5

Classroom observations

0

5

5

P rio r experience

2

1

3

Knowledge o f special ed law

0

3

3

Substitute teaching

1

2

3

No response

1

2

3

Help from facilitators and other teachers

0

2

2

Life experiences

1

i

2

Knowledge o f disability categories

0

2

2

Co-hort support

0

1

1

Networking with teachers in the field

1

0

1
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Table 13b. Response Categories

ARL

Practical
Experience
# o f responses /
%
7/12.5%

TRADITIO NAL

Coursework
Assistance horn
and Theory
Others
# of responses / # of responses /
%
%
44/78.5%
16/28.5%

31 / 79.4%

TOTAL

3 8 /4 0 %

19 / 48.7%
63 / 66.3%

Other
# of responses
%
9/16%

1 / 2.5 %

1/2 .5%

17/17.8%

10/10.5%

Table 14. More Training Desired

Q: IN W HAT AREA WAS MORE TRAINING

TRAD

ARL

TOTAL

NEEDED?

(n=39)

(n=56)

(n=95)

Behavior management

13

12

25

lEP development

14

10

24

Lesson planning

2

9

11

Attendance/Grades

2

7

9

Content teaching

3

6

9

More observation time

0

5

5

Classroom management

1

5

6

Collaborating with general ed teachers

1

3

4

Practical experience

0

4

4

Beginning of the school year

2

2

4

Curriculum

2

2

^7
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4

Table 14 (continued)

ARL

TR4D TOTAL

Time management

1

2

3

Adapting lessons

2

Î

3

How to find resources

1

1

3

Cooperative/consultative model

0

3

3

Learning strategies

1

1

2

Technology

2

0

2

Working with parents

1

1

2

Scheduling

Î

I

2

No response

1

1

2

District policies

0

1

1

Data analysis

0

1

1

Teaching

0

Î

1

Special education law

1

0

1

Assessment

1

0

1

Working with paraprofessionals

1

0

1

Table 14b. Response Categories
Curriculum
And Teaching
# o f responses / %

Class/Behavior
Management
# of responses / %

Job Related
Paperwork
# o f responses / %

2 3 /4 1 %

22 / 39.2%

32/57.1%

TRADITIO NAL

11 / 28.2%

16 /41%

25/64.1%

TOTAL

34 / 35.7%

38 / 40%

57 / 60%

ARL
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Focus Group 7mcrv7cws
The purpose of an outcomes-based evaluation is to analyze the benefits to
participants gained by participating in the program (McNamara. 2001 ). One of the
differences between teacher preparation programs was that in the ARL program teachers
were required to receive on-going mentor support by district paid mentor teachers and
traditionally trained teachers did not receive this support. Teachers in the ARL program
were asked to participate in a focus group interview to discuss the mentoring aspect of
the program. Fiffy-six teachers were invited to participate in focus group discussions
regarding the types o f assistance received by mentors during their first year(s) in the
classroom. Although only eight teachers responded and attended the focus group session,
this was an optimal number of participants for a focus group session (Patton, 1987;
Weiss. 1998). Only one focus group session was held because o f the low number of
teachers volunteering to participate.
Focus group participants were asked to discuss questions related to the mentor
assistance they received during their first year o f teaching. Responses to questions were
categorized into types of assistance including assistance with paperwork (e.g. lEP, lesson
planning), assistance with class time (e.g. behavior management, teaching), and
assistance with general job responsibilities (any other job related questions).
Seven participants responded that they received the assistance with paperwork
during their first year on the job. Four participants stated that they received assistance
with class time and instruction during their first year. Two participants noted that their
mentors were helpful for basic general questions during the first year. One participant felt
that no assistance was needed during the first year o f teaching.
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Questions about the assistance received from their mentors during their second
and third years of teaching generated &wer responses. Six participants noted that ARL
mentors were most helpful for general questions. Three participants noted that they
received assistance with paperwoit, and two received assistance with in-class instruction
during their second and third years o f teaching.
When asked if there were any problems concerning the mentoring program five
responses appeared. Three participants expressed the concern that their mentor's
guidance was different than how things were done at their schools specifically. One
participant felt he/she did not receive help from his/her mentor. Another response was
that he/she felt that the mentor played more of an administrative role than a mentoring
role.
Six of eight participants responded that they felt they received enough support
from their ARL mentors. Five of eight participants stated that they received additional
help hom site-based mentors as well. A ll eight participants felt that they did not need to
participate in student teaching prior to entering the classroom because they received
ample support from ARL and/or site-based mentors.
Throughout the interview eleven statements were made regarding emotional
support provided by mentors. Statements referred to the idea that mentors were readily
available to help whenever needed. Five participants stated that their mentors were
"always there" for them whenever they had questions.
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awe/ ATewtor 7»/grvzews
Two ARL program administrators and two ARL mentors were interviewed to
obtain more information regarding the mechanics o f the program. A ll four persons
interviewed worked with the ARL program from its origin for a minimum of four years.
Each person interviewed had witnessed the growth and progress the program had made
during the first four years of operation. Each person interviewed noted areas of
effectiveness and areas in which they believed improvements were necessary regarding
the selection and induction process, staff development, university programming, and the
mentoring aspect of the program.
A ll persons interviewed agreed that the reason ARL was started was due to the
special education teacher shortages. Originally, ARL was proposed to Gll positions in
self-contained classes where the need for teachers was greatest. This proposal was
rejected by the state because it was not deemed appropriate to hire inexperienced teachers
in positions with intense needs. The program was approved by the state for resource room
teachers.
They also agreed that participants were individuals who had previously earned at
least a bachelor's degree in fields other than education. A major marketing demographic
is the mature, second career person, who had a desire to teach in special education while
earning a paycheck. The program had been advertised through the CCSD website,
television commercials, newspaper advertisements, and through recruiting efforts by the
Licensed Personnel department. Several candidates found out about the program through
word-of-mouth.
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A ll administrators and mentors interviewed agreed that the selection and
induction process had been refined each year. They felt that the selection and induction
process had been effective for several reasons. The initial screening and interview
process helped to identify individuals who have had poor woik histories. Interviewers
sought quality people, rather than experienced people. The interview questions had been
revised several times to ask candidate questions about their interest and commitment to
the job, rather than their knowledge o f the field. The guidelines for the selection and
elimination process have been revised and clearly defined to applicants from the
beginning of the entire process.
Individuals interviewed also stated opinions on areas of improvements needed.
One suggestion made by an administrator to help improve the selection process was to
devise an instrument where candidates self-evaluate. Results would indicate whether or
not teaching in the area o f special education was in their realm o f interest. Another
suggestion made by an administrator was to continue to devise interview questions,
asking personal questions that show an applicant's character rather than knowledge of
teaching or of special education. Interview panels should include persons familiar with
the program and should include both CCSD and U N LV persoimel. One of the mentors
suggested that the selection and induction process should consist o f benchmarks that
candidates must pass in order to continue to the next step. A last suggestion made by both
of the mentors was that candidates should pass the PPST before acceptance into the
program.
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Administrators and mentors noted that staff development sessions had improved
each year. Staff development sessions were effective for several reasons. Through
experience, mentors from the ARL program found specific aspects o f staff development
that needed to change in order to better serve ARL teachers. Developed by mentors who
supported ARL teachers throughout previous school years, content o f staff development
evolved to become what was thought to be ^propriate for the needs o f the new ARL
teacher. Staff development sessions provided hands-on opportunities, along with lectures
from experienced professionals who work in the school district. Observation time was
added and refined so that teacher candidates were required to observe in similar settings
in which they may be hired. It was noted by the university administrator that the number
of hours spent in staff development would be the equivalent o f nine university credits.
Staff development was the ARL teacher's only practical training before entering the
classroom. Content included topics such as an introduction to CCSD, setting up effective
classrooms, lEP development and implementation, behavior management, and
instruction. Mentors and administrators were able to observe the ARL participants and
weed out weak candidates as needed.
Some suggestions were made to help improve staff development. One suggestion
made by one of the mentors was to spread out the staff development over a longer period
of time so that it is not so compressed and implemented so quickly. A ll persons
interviewed agreed that staff development consisted o f a large amoimt of information in
such a short length of time. It was also suggested by an administrator that fbllow-up
surveys be sent to teachers during their first year of teaching to find out what parts of
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staff development were most useful during that time. One o f the mentors noted that more
information on cooperative/consultative teaching was needed, as many of our teachers are
being hired to be co-teachers with general education teachers.
Menmrrng.
Both administrators noted that the mentoring aspect of the program was the main
reason for the success of the program. The mentoring program was effective because full
time mentors provided support to new ARL teachers intensively throughout their first
year of teaching, or until teachers passed their probationary period. Program
administrators selected mentors who were thought to be highly qualified with classroom
experience to share. Mentors were thought to be highly professional and could relate to
school administrators. Ongoing mentoring throughout the first three years of teaching
provided continual professional development for new teachers, and assisted teachers with
translating and generalizing coursework into the classroom. Experienced mentors could
anticipate what to expect in the school setting, and could help teachers adjust to the
school environmenL Mentors provided emotional support and were on-call to discuss
difficulties teachers may have been experiencing.
Participants made several suggestions to improve the mentoring aspect of the
program. Both administrators agreed that hiring more mentors would reduce the mentorprotégé ratio, allowing mentors to spend more time with individual teachers. It was also
suggested by an administrator that the district clarify the roles and responsibilities o f the
mentor teachers to building administrators and special education facilitators. One
administrator suggested that there were several considerations that needed to be
addressed when hiring mentors for the program. Personalities and classroom experience
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of mentors need to be taken into consideration. It is also important that mentors know and
understand the ARL program and needs o f first-year, non-traditional teachers. Also noted
by one o f the mentors was that mentors need to be trained on how to be an effective
mentor.
Gniveryfry trammg program.
A ll administrators and mentors interviewed stated that the university training
program was effective because it provided the same courses to ARL teachers and
traditional students. The university has been committed to providing a quality program,
mirroring the standards of the traditional teacher-training program. Personnel from the
university closely monitored the program to maintain quality. Teachers in this program
attended classes in a cohort group, so that classes could be modified as needed.
Suggestions to improve the university teacher-training portion of the program
were also made. One area that one administrator and one mentor felt needed
improvement was to reduce the number of ARL classes taught by part-time instructors.
It was noted that in the past, a lack of communication had occurred between CCSD and
UNLV. Although those conditions seemed to be improving, they felt it was still
necessary to continue to improve communication between CCSD and UNLV.
Another suggestion was that the order in which ARL teachers take courses should
be changed. Teachers in the ARL program did not take any teaching methods (reading,
math, or written language) courses imtil they were already teaching. Some suggested that
methods courses in reading, math, and written language needed to be taken before
teachers entered the classroom, and include secondary teaching methods since
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historically, the m^ority o f ARL teachers started teaching in secondary schools. Another
suggestion was to add a practicum prior to being hired by the school district.
Both administrators interviewed have been involved in planning and developing
other alternative certificaiion programs since working with this ARL program. When
asked how their experiences working with this ARL program had assisted them in
developing other alternative programs, their responses varied. The CCSD administrator
noted that it was important that program administrators meet with university instructors
on a regular basis to stay abreast of student progress in the university setting. The same
administrator stressed the importance of educating teachers on urban settings and
teaching in at-risk schools. It was also noted that full-time mentors are imperative if
teachers w ill begin teaching without any prior experience or classroom experience.
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CHAPTER FIVE

DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to investigate and evaluate the Alternative Route to
Licensure program in special education. When analyzing demographic information
between groups, several differences were found. The average ARL teacher was older than
the average traditional teacher. The ARL program attracted older students, most of whom
had previous work and life experiences that may affect the success in a job situation. The
ARL program attracted more males than the traditional program,. On average, more ARL
teachers were married and had children than traditional teachers. More minority teachers,
most notably African-Americans, were in the ARL program than in the traditional
program.
Fewer ARL teachers taught in year-round schools than traditional teachers. This
could be attributed to the fact that more ARL teachers have spouses and families, and
more traditional teachers are single than married. Economics could be a factor in the
decision to teach in year-round schools due to the fact that special education teachers in
year-round schools often woiL extended contracts that pay more for working extra days.
Extended contracts are attractive to younger, single teachers who depend on their own
incomes. It is also true that ARL teachers are hired after traditionally certified teachers
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and are encouraged to accept the first position offered to them. Therefore. ARL teachers
do not get to choose their teaching positions.
The literature revealed that alternative teachers often teach in at-risk schools
(Ashton, 1996; Olsen, 2001; Wise & Darling-Hammond, 1992). The data showed that
few ARL teachers surveyed were teaching in such schools at the time they filled out the
surveys. This may be because some teachers had already transferred after their first year
of initial hire.
Differences between groups appeared in responses to open-ended questions.
Regarding negative factors about being a special education teacher, both groups of
teachers listed paperwork most &equently. Teachers h-om the ARL group not only listed
paperwork as the largest negative factor, but also almost equally listed the lack of support
by administration, other teachers, and parents received on the job as a negative factor. As
found by Gonzalez & Sjostrom (1998) and by Jelemberg (1996) non-traditional teachers
tend to value support and collaboration among colleagues and &om administrators. Many
of these teachers came from other job settings and have experienced collegial support in
past jobs, and would expect the same in the education field.
Regarding the question asking vviiat best-prepared teachers for their jobs, most of
the traditional teachers responded that practical experience (practicum, pre-student
teaching, and student teaching) was the most helpful. Traditional teachers felt they
learned best by doing. Teachers from the ARL program listed coursework especially
related to behavior management, and staff development as the most helpful in their
preparation programs. These teachers were able to take and utilize several resources and
various types o f training in preparing for their jobs. More teachers from the ARL
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program listed support &om others (such as from mentors) than did traditional teachers.
However, the number o f ARL teachers who listed support as most helpful was
surprisingly low.
Predictably, both groups noted that more training was desired in the area of
behavior management and lEP development. Teachers in the ARL group also listed
lesson planning, attendance/grade book, and teaching in the content areas as high priority
areas where more training was necessary, possibly indicating the need to be organized in
daily paperwork responsibilities. The desire to learn more about content level teaching
was not surprising because most ARL teachers were initially hired in secondary schools
where teaching in the areas of social studies, science, or other content subjects was
required.
Positively, teachers who decided that teaching in the field o f special education
was not their ultimate goal often opted to move into other school-related positions. These
results are positive because although teachers may leave the field as a special education
teacher, most reveal that they would stay in the field of education.
In comparing ARL groups and their attrition rates, it was interesting to examine
the mentor-protégé ratio o f each group. Group 1 had the highest attrition rate, however
this group had been teaching the longest. They started teaching in the spring semester,
which may be more difficult than beginning the school year in the fall semester. During
their first semester of teaching, they received mentor support from a site-based mentor
who also taught full-time. The support from ARL mentors did not begin until their
second semester of teaching. Two teachers dropped out during the frst semester of
teaching.
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During their second semester of teaching, the mentor-protégé ratio was 1:10. This
ratio was high because ARL mentors were just hired, and were responsible for mentoring
teachers from both Groups 1 and 2. More attention was directed toward teachers in
Group 2 because they were beginning the school year teaching for the first time, whereas
teachers from Group 1 already had experienced a semester of teaching &om the previous
year. Teachers from Group 1 were already settled in their schools and knew teachers at
their schools who could help them. There were four teachers from this group who
received unsatisfactory evaluations, and two o f the four were not renewed by the school
district.
Although the mentor-protégé ratio for this group during their first year of teaching
was high, teachers from Group 2 heavily relied upon the ARL mentors. Attrition rate for
Group 2 was low. Group 3 also had a low attrition rate. The mentor-protégé ratio was
1: 5 during their first semester of teaching.
The attrition rate for group 4 was low, with a mentor-protégé ratio of 1: 5 during
their first semester o f teaching. A ll teachers who were hired continue to work for the
school district. Group 5 was started during the spring semester of Group 4's first year o f
teaching, raising the mentor-protégé ratio to 1:14 during their second semester. Teachers
from Group 4 continued to do well during their second semester of teaching, possibly
because they did receive intensive support from mentors during the first semester.
The attrition rate for Group 5 was high, considering they had been on the job the
least amount o f time. This group was started under unique circumstances. Group 5 started
immediately after the terrorist bombing of the World Trade Center (9/1 l/O l), leaving
many local employees jobless. As an aside, the researcher was told by teachers in this

70

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

group that some of the teachers in this group started the ARL program for economic
reasons, and left when they fbimd jobs more suited to their likings. The mentor-protégé
ratio for this group during their first semester of teaching was 1:14.
It seemed that groups with lower mentor-protégé ratios during their first semester
of teaching had lower attrition rates. The first semester of teaching is probably the most
difficult because not only are teachers familiarizing themselves with a new job and all
that special education requires, but teachers are attending university classes 3-4 nights a
week. Extensive mentor support during the first semester of teaching was not only
helpful, but also necessary.
Five teachers from Groups 1-5 left CCSD to teach in other school districts.
Although losing those teachers was a loss to the school district, all five teachers did go on
to teach in the field of special education elsewhere. The ARL program made a
contribution to the field in general. It was also interesting that teachers in both ARL and
in the traditional groups noted that if they were to leave special education they would
choose another school related job such as general education or administration, another
contribution to education because knowledge in the field of special education would be
beneficial to other school related jobs.

There are several limitations to this study regarding sample sizes of survey
participants and focus group participation, equality of the sample, validity of the
instrument, and researcher bias.
Regarding ARL teachers and service delivery of each group, Groups I and 5
received training on a different time schedule than did Groups 2 ,3 , and 4. Groups 1 and 5
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started teaching during the spring semester of the school year, and Groups 2, 3. and 4
started teaching at the beginning o f the fall semester. Similarly, each group started their
U N LV coursework in the semesters prior to the semesters in which they started teaching.
One limitation to be noted was that degrees earned by ARL and traditional
teachers were not all the same. A ll teachers from the ARL group earned Master's
degrees. Some teachers hom the traditional group earned Master's degrees, but most
teachers had earned Bachelor's degrees. The reason why teachers with Bachelor's
degrees were included in this study was because there were few teachers who earned
Master's degrees and started teaching during the time period specified.
Another limitation to the study was that surveys were sent to participants more
than once; multiple returns hom individuals were possible. The cover letter sent with the
second set of surveys sent requested that participants need not reply again if surveys were
previously completed and sent back.
The survey was developed to measure teachers' perceptions of their job
satisfaction, job knowledge, and satisfaction o f their teacher-training programs; however,
tests o f validity were not established. Teacher responses could have been biased
depending on their mood at the specihc times they filled out the surveys. Surveys were
filled out and returned by only a little more than half the teachers to whom they were
sent. Opinions from the other half cannot be predicted.
Low participation rate for the focus group interview represented a small
percentage o f ARL teachers. The focus group interview was held on a weekend because
many teachers were attending university classes after work. Opinions h-om the m^ority
of ARL teachers could not be predicted.
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Researcher bias may have been a negative factor in this study since the principal
investigator of this study was an ARL mentor. Weiss (1998) discussed the controversy of
the program evaluator coming from "in-house" as opposed to an "outside" evaluator.
Positive aspects of an "in-house" evaluator include that he/she is already familiar with
program staff and participants, and can make practical recommendations rather than
unrealistic recommendations. Conversely, it may be more difficult for an inside evaluator
to be objective when interpreting data. Outside evaluators can make statements, draw
conclusions, and make recommendations without hindrances because they hold no stake
in the program.

The goal o f the ARL program is to seek qualified individuals who have already
earned a Bachelor's degree, showing an interest in teaching in the field of special
education. The ARL program in special education helps to provide resource room
teachers for CCSD yearly. Since the program started in 1999, it has provided over one
hundred twenty teachers to fill vacancies that would otherwise be filled with substitute
teachers. Overall, retention of teachers from the first five groups was 79% at the time of
data collection. The ARL program has attracted a diverse group of teachers, which
included older individuals, more male teachers, and individuals with a wider variety of
previous work experience than the traditionally trained teachers who started teaching
during the same years.
Programs must be evaluated to validate effectiveness. This program evaluation
surveyed individuals who participated in the program to determine whether or not they
were satisfied with the program. As compared to new teachers who were products of the
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traditional teacher-training program, there were no significant differences between
teachers surveyed in the areas in job satisfaction, job knowledge, or in satisfaction of
teacher-training programs.
Several factors were associated with the success of the program. One factor was
the mentoring program. Teachers in the ARL program have access to experienced special
education teachers for assistance with all issues related to becoming a new special
education teacher. Mentors assisted teachers with issues such as lEP development and
implementation, classroom instruction, and behavior and classroom management. New
teachers who were traditionally certified most frequently noted on surveys that their
biggest problems during their first year of teaching were lEP paperwork and behavior
management. A ll new teachers could benefit horn mentor support during their first year
in the classroom. Teachers in the ARL program have had consistent and extensive
support as needed, throughout their first three years of teaching. Mentors acted as a
liaison and worked collaboratively with administrators when teachers were given
directives to improve.
Another factor associated with the success of the program was the high
expectations held for ARL teachers. Teachers in this program must have passed stringent
qualifications and screening to enter the program. They must have demonstrated adequate
performance during the required staff development, must have passed prerequisite testing
in basic skills, and must have earned aB or better in all university coursework in order to
have been hired and maintain their teaching positions. It is important to maintain high
expectations so that teachers in the program demonstrate their best performances, both in
the classroom and at the university level. Program guidelines and expectations have been
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refined over the years. Program administrators and mentors believe that only the best
teacher candidates w ill be retained and hired if standards are set high.
The required 120 hours of staff development has been improved year to year. The
program mentors have carefiilly thought out the content regarding what participants need
to be successful during their first year of teaching, without having completed their
credentialing requirements through university coursework. Requirements for classroom
observ ations have been refined to include observations at all levels and at-risk schools,
since teachers in this program historically were hired in at-risk secondary schools.
During staff development mentors and teacher candidates familiarize themselves
with one another. Mentor-teacher relationships started, matching personalities as seen fit.
It was also a good time to assess teacher candidate strengths and weaknesses and prepare
teachers appropriately.
Another factor contributing to the success of the ARL program was the
collaborative relationship between CCSD and U N LV. As the program progressed
throughout the past years, program administrators and mentors worked closely,
communicated difficulties within the program and worked collaboratively to solve
problems. Clear and consistent communication needs to continue for the success of the
program.
Several teachers indicated that their university coursework was helpful during
their first year o f teaching, particularly courses that discussed behavior management and
specifics about disability categories. Many indicated that staff development sessions,
including classroom observations, were benehcial. Some stated that on-the-job training
was the best way to leam how to teach.
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Suggestions for improving the program were made visible by program
administrators and mentors who worked closely with the program. They suggested ways
in which to improve the selection and induction process, staff development sessions,
university programming, and the mentoring aspect o f the program.

Rules for the application and screening process must be clearly defined. It is
important that all individuals who apply, understand all provisions required and follow all
guidelines in order to successfiilly complete the program. It is also important that all
CCSD and U NLV personnel who work with ARL teachers are familiar with all program
guidelines. A ll individuals in contact with ARL teachers must stringently enforce
program guidelines.
Standards for the program must be kept high. Programs o f good quality must have
high standards and must not accept applicants who display low standards. Alternative
teaching programs often receive criticisms regarding the quality of teachers produced and
lack o f preparedness to enter the classroom. By maintaining high standards in selection
and retention of program participants, critics may be proven wrong. Ongoing evaluation
of the program w ill help assess program growth and effectiveness.
Communication among all personnel involved with ARL is necessary. It would be
beneficial to hold periodic meetings involving ARL mentors and administrators,
university representatives and instructors, and representatives 6om CCSD licensed
personnel to discuss the program and it's current participants to assist in tracking
progress on each ARL teacher. Different teachers need diSerent levels o f support, and
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collaboration among personnel might help provide combined support in specific areas of
need.

Improvements can be suggested in the area of university coursework. Since
teachers are required to complete a minimum of nine university credits prior to entering
the classroom, it might be beneficial to review the order in which classes are taken.
All ARL teachers need to have some knowledge of how to teach. Since all teachers are
hired in general resource positions, they need to know how to work with students who
have difficulty with reading, writing, and math. It would be beneficial for ARL teachers
to take at least one teaching methods course prior to entering the classroom. Historically,
methods courses were taken while teaching in their first semester. Regarding the timeline
in which university coursework is taken, it may be beneficial to require more coursewoik
prior to entering the classroom instead o f attending classes full-time while they are
teaching during their first year. Adjusting the time schedule may give teachers more
pedagogical knowledge before beginning to teach, and more time to concentrate on their
jobs during their first year in the classroom.

Staff development sessions for ARL participants includes a wealth of information
regarding becoming a special education teacher, it can be considered an extensive
"introduction to special education", one of the required courses that ARL participants
must take as a prerequisite to several other Master's level courses. It may be beneficial if
CCSD and U N LV collaboratively combined staff development sessions with the
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Introduction to Special Education course so that participants can take at least one
teaching methods course prior to entering the classroom.

Suggestions to improve the mentoring process can be made. Applicants for
mentoring positions must completely understand the program and the responsibilities of
the mentor. Job shadowing may be considered as a prerequisite for mentor candidates.
Mentor teachers need to be considered "Master Teachers" in the general resource room.
They need to have had previous experience in the resource room setting, and they need to
have knowledge and flexibility of teaching in all subject areas and in various grade
levels. Making presentations at staff development is an important aspect of the job,
therefore experience in presenting in hont of an audience should be considered a
prerequisite. Personalities must be taken into consideration because the program mentors
must work closely to support each other when needed. Training for mentors is necessary
so that new mentors completely understand their roles and responsibilities.
Improvements can be made regarding the mentor-protégé ratio. Program records
indicated that the mentor to protégé ratio for groups 1 and 2 during their 6rst year o f
teaching was one mentor to 10.4 teachers. During the first year o f teaching for Group 3,
the ratio was 1 mentor to 4.5 teachers. Group 4 received one mentor for 5.3 teachers
during their first semester, but the ratio was raised to one mentor for 14 teachers during
the second semester, due to Group 5 starting mid-year. Years in which groups had lower
mentor to protégé ratios, showed fewer teachers with unsatisfactory evaluations, teacher
who were not renewed by the school district due to unsatisfactory j ob performance and
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teachers who quit on their own. Teacher performance and retention was better when a
low mentor: protégé ratio existed.

As long as the ARL program remains in existence, program evaluation should be
a continuing process. Just as teacher candidates move in and out o f the program, so do
mentors and program administrators. In order to continue to maintain a high quality
program, ongoing assessment is necessary. It would be beneficial to survey new ARL
teachers immediately following their first year of teaching, requesting feedback regarding
personal satisfaction of the program.
It may also be beneficial to further investigate individual cases in which teachers
received unsatisfactory teaching evaluations. Interviewing or surveying these individuals
and their supervising administrators to assess reasons they were rated unsatisfactorily
may assist mentors in better preparing teachers to enter the classroom. Similarly, it would
be beneficial to survey those teachers who voluntarily quit. It may be of interest to make
inquiries regarding their mentor-protégé relationships, as well as their personal
expectations of the program and o f the job.
Conversely, it would be of interest to closely assess exemplary ARL teachers to
determine reasons for success. These data may assist in the selection process, or target a
specific demographic when advertising the program. Supervising administrators o f ARL
teachers can ultimately validate satisfaction. Obtaining feedback &om administrators who
have supervised ARL teachers in the past and requesting them to compare new ARL
teachers to new traditionally certihed teachers might provide information that can be used
to help train teachers prior to entering the classroom.
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Research is needed to assess progress made by students of ARL teachers. It may
be beneficial to compare student achievement between students of ARL teachers and
students of traditional teachers. In the end, adequate student achievement is the desired
outcome.
Surveying teachers and their supervising administrators regarding mentor
assistance would be beneficial. Feedback from teachers and their administrators may help
improve the mentoring process and ways in which individual mentors can improve their
mentoring skills.
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CLASSROOM FEEDBACK FORM
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N am e:________
Dale:

Mentor;
_______

School:

By way of assistance, this form clarifies the expectations, goals, and standards describing what teachers should know and
demonstrate, in order to deliver meaningful support, this documentation will summarize the types o f assistance provided.

Noted

AssiAazKeiConutients

CURRICULUM
Completes plans 1 week in advance/sub plans available
Clearly stales objectives

____ ____________________________
_________________________________ _

A llo w s tim e fo r su fficie n t s k ill developm ent____________ ____ ________________________

Allows for access to general education curriculum
to maximum extent possible

____

____________________________

lEP PROCESS
Uses a range o f assessment data
C ollects data on regular basis p rio r to lE P meeting
Analyzes data to modi:^ instruction as appropriate
Prepares paperw ork in advance o flE P m eeting

CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT
Begins instruction pronytly
Gains students' a tte n tio n p rio r to beginning lesson

Uses instructional time efficiently
M aintains academic focus

Circulates and assists students
Deals with inappropriate behavior efbctively
R einforces responsible student behavior
Uses positive behavioral supports to prom ote
desired student behavior

Applies consistent, A ir, Srm procedures

CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION
Conducts begkm ing and ending review
Provides fo r practice/feedback
Provides appropriate accom m odations/m odifications

Evaluates student progress
Individualizes student in stru ctio n
Paces in stru ctio n appropriately

Additional Comments:
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VISITA TIO N SUM M ARY
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Name: _______________________

Mentor:

Date: ________________________

School:

Visitahrm Summary
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University of Nevada, Las Vegas
Department o f Special Education
Informed Consent

Karen Kennedy is a doctoral student in the Department of Special Education at the
University o f Nevada Las Vegas.
1 am asking your participation in a research project and that you w ill answer questions on
the attached survey completely and honestly.
The purpose o f this research is to evaluate the quality and effectiveness of your teacher
education program. It w ill take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete the survey.
The benefits o f this research w ill include information for both UNLV and CCSD that w ill
identify effective program characteristics that can be used when developing and revising
teacher education programs for the future. The information related to this research has
been requested by both U N LV and CCSD.
The risk of participating in this study is minimal. Minimal risk may include feeling
uncomfortable answering some of the survey questions.
There is no monetary cost to participate in this project. Cost w ill include the time spent
to answer the survey (approximately 15-20 minutes).
As this is an anonymous survey, you w ill consent to participating in this research project
by filling out the survey and returning it in the envelope provided. Your answers w ill be
kept completely confidential. Records w ill be maintained in a locked filing cabinet in our
faculty advisor's office, CEB 118, for a period o f three years.
If you have any questions regarding this research, please contact
Karen Kennedy (895-3205,253-8414) or Dr. Tom Pierce at the U N LV Department o f
Special Education at 895-3205. For questions involving the rights o f human subjects,
please contact U NLV Office for the Protection o f Research Subjects at 895-2794.
Your participation is strictly voluntary and you may withdraw from participation at any
time. By completing the attached survey, you are acknowledging your understanding o f
this study and agree to participate in the study.
Please return the survey by February 14, 2(X)3 via school mail in the enclosed envelope.
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SURVEY
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CLARK COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
HUMAN RESOURCES DIVISION
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
I. Age: ____ 2. Gender: M F

4. Number of children:

3. Marital Status: married
single
divorced
5. Ethnicity:

EDUCATION
6. Highest Degree Earned: B.A./B.S
Ed. Specialist

M .A./M .S/M ed.

Ed.D/Ph.D. Other: (specify) _____

7. Number of additional credits earned above highest degree:
8. Teacher certification or licenses you currently hold:

TEACHING HISTORY
9. Circle the year in which you started teaching:
1998 1999 2000

2001

2002

10. # o f transfers within the school district:
1. Grade level you have taught and number o f years in each:
Elementary (primary)

____ Middle/Jr. High

Elementary (intermediate)

High School
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EMPLOYMENT/SCHOOL INFORMATION
Type of classroom in which you currently teach
(e.g. resource, self-contained, C/C): _________
13. Length of time in your current placement:

14. Year-round?

Y

N

15. At-risk?

16. Do you currently hold a second job?

Y

Y

N

N

If ves. in what held?

TEACHER PREPARATION PROGRAM
M y teacher preparation program prepared me to effectively...
Completely Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Agree
Agree Disagree Disagree
17. ... develop and implement
lEPs
18. ... implement effective
behavior management
techniques
19. ... implement effective
teaching strategies
20. ... collaborate with parents/
other professionals

1
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The following survey is for special education teachers in the Clark County School
District. Your answers are anonymous and w ill not be shared. Please complete and return
this survey in the enclosed envelope.
Completely
Agree

Somewhat
Agree

1. 1 enjoy my job.

1

2

3

4

2. M yjob is worthwhile.

1

2

3

4

3. I am confident developing and
implementing lEPs.

1

2

3

4

4. I am comfortable collaborating
with parents, teachers, and
administrators for my job.

1

2

3

4

5. The district supports special
education teachers.

1

2

3

4

6. This job is what I expected %ten
I decided to pursue teaching in
Field of special education.

1

2

3

4

7. I enjoy working with special
education students.

1

2

3

4

8. I believe I am making a
difference in the lives o f students.

1

2

3

4

9. I believe I am helping to increase
student's knowledge.

1

10.1 enjoy working in the school
setting.

1

2

3

4

11.1 have adequate time to spend with
family and hiends.

1

2

3

4

12. I am satisfied with my teacher
training program.

1

2

3

4

2

Somewhat
Disagree

3
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Strongly
Disagree

4

Please comment on the questions below. Your honesty is appreciated. If you need more
room to respond, please use the back of this paper.
1. Are there any negative factors about your job? Yes ____ No______

2. Might these negative factors eventually prevent you from staying in the field of special
education? Yes ____ No ____ If so, explain.

3. If you answered, "Yes" on question 2, what can the district do to prevent you from
leaving the field o f special education?

4. If you plan on leaving special education within the next five years, what do you plan to
pursue as your next career option?
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5. What part o f your teacher-training program best prepared you for teaching in the held
of special education?

6. In which aspect(s) o f becoming a teacher do you feel more training was necessary
before vou entered the classroom?
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FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONS
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1. How did the ARL mentors help you in your hrst year o f teaching?
2. How did they help you after your first year of teaching?
3. Did you encounter any problems with the mentoring program or with your
assigned mentor?
4. Was there enough mentor assistance? Did you feel you needed more or less time
with your mentor?
5. Do you feel that the mentoring program is an adequate substitute for student
teaching, or would you have preferred to do student teaching/practicum prior to
working in your own classroom?
6. Discuss the assistance you received from the following:
a

ARL mentor

b. New teacher mentor (Student Support Services representative)
c. Site based mentor
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APPENDIX F

ADM INISTRATOR AND M ENTOR INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
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Describe ways in which each o f the following areas was effective or needs
improvements.

1. Selection and induction of ARL teacher candidates
2. Staff development sessions
3. Mentoring process
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A P P E N D IX G

CRITICAL ASSESSMENT M A TR IX
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NoteMaking Data Spreadsheet-Degree of fit
Results
Degree of
Congruence or
Divergence
Who are participants?

NoteMaking
Compare/contrast intent with actual

®

e

How are participants
served?

•
•
#

What are the
outcomes?
•

Individuals with a bachelor's degree or higher in a
field other than education
Non-traditional students
Desire to teach in special education

Accelerated Master's degree program
Earning a paycheck while preparing to become a
certified teacher
Full-time mentor assistance during first year (s) of
teaching

CCSD fills vacancies in resource rooms that may
otherwise be filled with short or long-term subs
ARL teachers become certified to teach in an
accelerated pace
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NoteMaking Data Spreadsheet-Imp] ications
Conclusions
Evaluator Interpretations
What are the implications for
who is being served?

NoteMaking
Implications for participants
"Poor candidates"
sometimes look good
on paper to pass
screening
"Good candidates"
may be eliminated
trom failing required
tests

What are the implications for
how they are being served?

ARE teachers are
expected to attend
university classes
full-time while
teaching in the
classroom full-time
Teachers must
maintain a "B"
average in university
coursework

What are the implications for
the outcomes?

#

Teacher attrition
occurs if strong
candidates are not
selected
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NoteRemaking Data Spreadsheet-Recommendations
Recommendations
Evaluator and/or Stakeholder
Maintain or modify program in
terms of selection/induction?

NoteRemaking
Maintain or modify program, in what way?
Maintain
# Continue to hold high standards and
stringent guidelines
* Ongoing communication between
CCSD and U N LV during process
Modify
# Clearly define rules for application
process
« Familiarize CCSD and UNLV with
rules and guidelines

Maintain or modify program in
terms of staff development
university programming and
mentoring process?

Maintain
# Continue to cover avariety o f topics
# Continue to includesame university
coursework as TRAD students
Modify
* Order of university coursework
# Consistency in mentor : protégé
ratio

Maintain or modify program in
terms of teacher retention?

Maintain
# Continue to evaluate ARL teachers
with same criteria as TRAD teachers
Modify
# Collect feedback from ARL teachers
who are released from their
positions or resign
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A P P E N D IX H

ANSWERS: SELECTION/INDUCTION
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SELECTION/INDUCTION PROCESS

WAYS IN WHICH IT IS EFFECTIVE

IMPROVMENTS NECESSARY

Screening of paperwork to eliminate those
with poor work histories

As part of the application process,
have applicants complete a self-rating
checklist related to teaching that can he
used in the interview that shows the
character of the applicant____________
Interview panel should always include
CCSD and U N LV personnel who have
experience in the program___________
Mentor should be more involved in the
selection process and should be able to
eliminate during staff development
Process should contain several
components that candidates must
pass before continuing with the program
Candidates need to pass PPST before
allowed to participate in staff

Experienced interviewers look for "quality'
people rather than experience
Has improved each year

Questions have been revised each year to
get the best candidates
Well advertised through newspaper, webSite, television commercials, and word of
Mouth
Guidelines and qualifications are clearly
defined for applicants________________
Requires all applicants to have a degree

d e v e lo p m e n t_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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APPENDIX J

ANSWERS: STAFF DEVELOPMENT
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STAFF DEVELOPMENT

WAYS IN WHICH IT IS EFFECTIVE

IMPROVEMENTS NECESSARY

Ongoing coordination with district
Support______________________
Well organized and thought out as it is
improved from year to year_________
Looks at what is required of first-year
teachers
Includes lectures and hands-on
opDortunities
Requires classroom observations:
requirements have been refined from
year to vear
Equivalent o f 3 university courses

Ideally, should not be so compressed,
too much, too last
Provide a fbllow-up survey after teachers
have started working in the field_______
Implement more teaching strategies,
how to teach
Include more information on effective
co-teaching and collaboration
Provide more hands-on activities and
some research assignments
Focus on behavior management

Able to "weed out" candidates at the
conclusion
Only practical training before entering
the classroom
Participants learn about the school
district
Participants leam what to expect in
starting the school year__________
Covers several topics, a little of
everything__________________
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ANSWERS: MENTORING PROCESS
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MENTORING

WAYS IN WHICH IT IS EFFECTIVE

IMPROVEMENTS NECESSARY

Full time mentors are available as
needed
Highly qualified and trained

Hire more mentors tor a better mentor:
teacher ratio
Roles o f mentors need to be clearly defined
to administraiors and facilitators
Mentors need to be trained in roles and
responsibilities; mentors need to know and
understand the program________________
Personalities and prior experience needs to
be taken into consideration when hiring
mentors

Highly professional and can relate to
administrators
Aids in retention of teachers

Continues professional development,
helping to relate course work to the
classroom
Individual, personal, professional
Mentors serve as Master teachers
Helps to maintain standards in the
classroom as well as legal standards
Mentors can help teachers relate to the
school environment and setting______
Provides support outside o f the school
setting so that teachers can “vent”
Weekly contact, teachers knew mentors
would always be coming around______
Good mentor: teacher ratio
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